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Abstract     
Using Social Constructionism as a meta-theory, this Masters project explores the 
social phenomenon of the public’s perception of aspects of the communication of 
science. Power constitutes discourse and vice versa; therefore, the discourse theory of 
Ernesto Laclau and Chantal Mouffe, as presented by Louise Philips and Marianne 
Jørgensen, assists in identifying the perception of two types of discourses (Expert vs. 
Layperson). It investigates how the expert knowledge in the UN publication 
Livestock’s Long Shadow1 and a secondary video source representing the layperson 
are presented through mass communication, and how this scientific knowledge is 
consumed by the public. The aim here is not essentially to compare mediums, but 
rather to analyse the diverse dialogue generated by the two discourses.  
The empirical data of the project is collected through focus groups and an individual 
interview. It concludes, with the support of Foucault, how the influence of differing 
discourses become central to informed decision making. 	  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
1 A report on meat production/consumption and its effects on the environment 
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1 Preface 
1.1 Introduction  
Any knowledge, scientific or otherwise, that assists people in making a personal judgement 
on an issue (thereby becoming valuable), demands to be communicated to the world. The 
significant impacts presented in the document Livestock’s Long shadow (LLS) clarify the 
global livestock sector’s effects on the environment. As an idiom, ‘a long shadow’ has 
multiple meanings: to have substantial and long-term impact on events or population; ‘old 
habits die hard;’ and from a mid 19th century proverb, ‘...an unfavorable situation will 
eventually change for the better’ (Oxford Reference Online 1). Many of the ideas presented in 
LLS are reflected in these definitions, and the title was chosen to ‘raise the attention of both 
the technical and general public to the very substantial contribution of animal agriculture to 
climate change…’ (LLS, 2006: Preface). 
LLS was produced in 2006 by the Livestock, Environment and Development (LEAD) 
initiative which is a sub-committee of the Food and Agriculture Organization of the United 
Nations (FAO). The Executive Summary states that, ‘the livestock sector emerges as one of 
the top two or three most significant contributors to the most serious environmental problems, 
at every scale from local to global’ (LLS, 2006; xx). 
According to the Preface of LLS, this important information is targeted at the general public, 
technicians and politicians in order for them to be able to make informed decisions based 
upon the findings of the report: ‘to encourage decisive measures at the technical and political 
levels for mitigating such damage’ (LLS, 2006: Preface). However, the extensive, 
approximately 400 page document is full of statistics and charts. While the language is not 
exceedingly difficult to understand, it is a daunting read due to its size and relatively 
scientific nature. A free DVD called, Climate Change – the Solution uses the statistics from 
LLS combined with interviews and images to transmit a similar message. We would like to 
look at the differences in dialogues that arise when the scientific data is being communicated 
in these ways. 
In an interview with agricultural economist, Henning Steinfeld, Chief of FAO’s Livestock 
Information and Policy Branch and one of the senior author’s of the report, he states, ‘The 
challenge here is that we look at the entire world. We do not target a specific market, like 
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Denmark, but we are looking at, how do we get this message across globally’ (Appendix 1). 
The challenge of communicating science is an entire theoretical genre in itself and becomes 
even more arduous to disseminate when attempting mass global communication. By looking 
at how the message is received in terms of the effectiveness of how the science is 
communicated as well as the understanding and acceptance, we might be able to perceive 
some insight into the value of the topic and qualities of how this scientific data is effectively 
or otherwise being communicated to a global audience in order to bring awareness and 
inform. 
1.2 Research Area 
Keeping the above challenges in mind, the purpose of this study is to investigate the 
following areas: 
1. How do the message and the scientific data in, Livestock’s Long Shadow/video enhance 
dialogue and critical thinking surrounding the issue of meat production/consumption’s impact 
on the environment? 
2. What are the dominant discourses amongst the recipients? 
3. How does the medium affect the acceptance/understanding of the message? To what extent 
are the senders perceived as valid, and what effect does the perceived validity of the source 
have? 
1.3  Delimitations 
We realize that the small sample represented here in this project is not a representative of 
truth as the numbers of informants are small. However, we attempt to build a foundation for 
some of the founded themes to be built upon in future research endeavours.  
Awareness around the restriction of certain situations in focus groups and interviews create an 
effect on the informants and their responses. We are aware that the setting, relations and other 
factors have played on the effect of the results. We also had an incident of some lost data 
from the second half of focus group one and reconstructed that section from elaborate notes. 
We are also aware that this will alter aspects of meaning as this part of the research is now 
presented through double interpretation.  
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The communication of science is a voluminous field covering many different approaches. 
Here, we will use the term based on aspects of our primary source without in depth research 
into the complexity of this area. Discourse Theory, another vast area, is only implemented as 
stated in the theory and methodology chapter of this project; some terms and investigations 
are eliminated. The terms used were the ones we found relevant to analyze our data and these 
were mainly concepts of Laclau and Moffe’s that Louise Philips and Marianne Jørgensen 
‘find useful as tools for empirical analysis’ ((Jørgensen & Phillips, 2002:49). 
1.4 Summary of Livestock’s Long Shadow (LLS) 
The Food and Agriculture Organization (FAO) is part of the UN system as a UN specialized 
agency and ‘... participates in the United Nations Economic and Social Council (ECOSOC).’1 
LEAD, a multi-stakeholder proposal, is organized by the Animal Production and Health 
Division of FAO in order to investigate the consequences of livestock on the environment, 
particularly, to address that ‘action is required: if, as predicted, the production of meat will 
double from now to 2050’ (LLS, 2006: Preface). The two mediums of LLS are a published 
book and a download/PDF on the FAO website. 
The illustrated book, LLS published by FAO is 390 pages, has six chapters followed by three 
qualifying sections on Policy Challenges and Options, Summary and Conclusions, and 
Methodology of Quantification and Analysis.2 LLS not only presents the negative impacts on 
the environment and resources, it also points out the beneficial contribution the industry has 
on society. This is the basis for the newest publication of which Henning Steinfeld is also a 
contributor. This most recent release from FAO Feb. 18, 2010 is called, Livestock in Balance 
(LIB). This new publication stresses that on one hand, it is a huge contributor to damaging 
the environment, ‘livestock is essential to the livelihoods of around one billion poor people. 
On the other hand, livestock provides income, high-quality food, fuel, draught power, 
building material, and fertilizer thus contributing to food security and nutrition’ (Press release 
for LIB).3 According to Steinfeld, this is another important contribution to the research field. 
This book represents the field of expert knowledge as it is written by educated scientist in the 
field and used a scientific methodology based on IPCC (Intergovernmental Panel on Climate 
                                                 
1  www.fao.org/about/fao-un/en/ 
2  www.fao.org/ag/magazine/0612sp1.htm 
3  www.fao.org/news/story/en/item/40117/icode/ 
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Change4 (Appendix1). 
1.5 Introduction of Master Ching Hai 
Our other source presenting some of the statistics from LLS, is a video produced by a 
spiritual’s leader’s production association which uses the statistics from the document in an 
attempt to inform the public about the impacts. 
‘Supreme Master Ching Hai is a world-renowned spiritual teacher, artist, and humanitarian.’5 
Born in Vietnam with Chinese ancestry, she later moved to Europe to study and work as a 
voluntary nurse and translator for the Red Cross. With this experience she discovered that 
pain and suffering exist in all cultures and all around the world. How to remedy the pain and 
suffering became the goal of her life (Ibid).  
‘Supreme Master Ching Hai found an enlightened Master who imparted on her the Quan Yin 
method in the deepest reaches of the Himalayas in India. The Quan Yin method is a 
meditation technique which contemplates on the Inner Light and Sound’ (Ibid). The deity, 
Quan Yin Bodhisattva is part of Buddhism6 and is well-known in many Asian countries; she 
the top Bodhisattva besides Shakyamuni Buddha, and an assistant Bodhisattva to Amitabha 
Buddha.  
After Supreme Master Ching Hai became ‘enlightened’ from the practice of the Quan Yin 
method, she returned from the Himalayas and created the Quan Yin method to share with 
others. This has been widely criticised by many as ‘fake’ and ‘cult-like.’7 She strongly 
encourages people to be vegetarian in order to save the planet. Although ancient Buddhism 
did not require 100% vegetarianism, today more and more require no meat as part of a vow of 
non-violence.8 Master Ching Hai bases her principles upon these ideals. She encourages 
people to look within to find their own greatness and gives lectures around the world. 
Master Ching Hai and her international association established a free-to-air satellite channel 
named Supreme Master Television. The TV channel broadcasts full time on 14 satellite 
                                                 
4  http://www.ipcc.ch/ 
5  http://suprememastertv.com/about-us/#11 
6  http://online.sfsu.edu/~rone/Buddhism/BTTStexts/Guanyin.html 
7  http://www.sfweekly.com/1996-05-22/news/god-inc/ 
8  http://www.oxfordreference.com/views/ENTRY.html?entry=t108.e532&srn=3&ssid=69818543#FIRSTHIT 
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platforms across the globe with a variety of programs in 60 languages many with subtitles.9 
The video we used is from the Supreme Master TV channel, and is part of one of the 
campaigns made by Master Ching Hai to promote a benevolent lifestyle without animal 
products called, Be Veg, Go Green, Save the Planet. This video uses the data from the LLS 
report made by FAO, shows the environmental problems that we are facing today, and refers 
to how meat consumptions causes environmental problems.10  
Master Ching Hai and many scientific experts appear in the video and represent the LLS 
report by using popular science language. The reason why we choose this video and use 
together with the LLS book is because it is based on the LLS report and represents the 
scientific data with easy understandable language, but is not created itself with its own expert 
knowledge and therefore qualifies as a representation of layperson knowledge. 
                                                 
9  http://www.suprememastertv.com 
10  http://www.suprememastertv.com/Be-Veg/ 
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2 Methodology 
The objective of this section is to present our overall approach, how we use scientific 
methods and theories as well as the type of empirical data this study is based on including the 
structure of the report. The main interest in this project is to examine at how scientific data is 
being communicated to the general public through two different channels and what 
discourses occur in the response to it. We attempt to explain how we answer our research 
questions through qualitative research methods. We elaborate on how audience reception 
theory is used to find out how general public/audience receive and make sense of information 
presented in the book and the video. An explanation of how we collected our empirical data 
by conducting two focus groups and one individual interview is also given. The chapter also 
includes our assumptions, validity, ethics and reliability. 
2.1 Assumptions 
From our initial general questioning into this area with friends and colleagues, we found that 
this information is relatively unknown. We therefore, assume that in general this knowledge 
is not well-known. We are aware that this is not a viable form of gathering data, but adds to 
our assumptions. According to an American study on social structures on meat consumption 
involving race and gender aspects, ‘meat production is a major hidden cause of many critical 
environmental problems, indicating that individual dietary habits are a form of 
environmentally significant consumption’ (Gossard & York, 2003:1). According to this same 
study, consumption patterns will vary depending on varying social factors such as ‘gender, 
race, ethnicity, location of residence (region and urban vs. non-urban), and social class all 
appear to affect dietary habits even when controlling for physiological variables such as body, 
weight, and age’ (Ibid). Most people we spoke to mentioned transport as being the main 
culprit in Co2 emissions; however, according to LLS, ‘the livestock sector generates more 
greenhouse gas emissions as measured in CO2 equivalent – 18 percent – than transport. It is 
also a major source of land and water degradation.’ 11 
We took this pre-knowledge and our presumptions into consideration in order to prepare our 
interview guide/questions for the focus groups.  To expand on our research area, we would 
like to get reception mainly on three areas: 
                                                 
11  http://www.fao.org/newsroom/en/news/2006/1000448/index.html 
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1. What is the response shown through dominant discourse to the summarized data? Is 
science being conveyed clearly? Which aspects do they see as valuable? How are these 
responses influenced by social factors? 
2. What is the response to the way it is presented regarding the medium, language, size etc.? 
3. How do they view the source regarding reliability, methodology and validity? 
Hence, there is no specific social group that we focus on. We are aware that all informants 
currently live in Denmark, a developed country, and the Danish citizens/residents have one of 
the highest average incomes in the world.12 The national religion is Christian.13  
2.2 The Choice of LLS and the Video 
The book is the primary source which drew our attention to the discourse of environment. 
There are other books put out by FAO on this topic including the new one from 2010 
mentioned in the introduction, which deals with solutions to the problems outlined in LLS, 
but it is not in the same series. LLS was chosen as it was the first book published on this topic 
that we were aware of. The video was chosen as it uses statistics from LLS making it a form 
of communicating elements of science as well as adds the global language of pictures and 
music in a visual format that is very different from the mode of communicating science in the 
book. 
The world’s visual universal language comes in the form of pictures, sounds and fonts 
particularly in the communication industry. We do not address the implications of their 
connotation in depth; however, the idea is to see how the informants relate to this difference 
of having visual stimulation, and what that brings to their interpretation.  
In addition to these reasons, the inquiry of how an expert presentation of science and a 
layperson presentation are understood qualified these two products a relevant choice to use to 
explore this area. An explanation for how we arrived at defining expert and layperson is in 
the theoretical background chapter of this project. 
                                                 
12  http://www.oecd.org/document/22/0,3343,en_2649_39023495_43221014_1_1_1_1,00.html#hours 
13  https://www.cia.gov/library/publications/the-world-factbook/fields/print_2122.html 
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2.3  Reception Theory & Qualitative Research Methods 
Reception research aims to find out how people make sense of a particular media product 
(Schrøder et al. 2002:148). Communicative codes are the basis for generating meaning 
media. This generation of meaning happen on behalf of the encoder and is interpreted by the 
decoder. There is never a direct transfer from the media to their audience (Schrøder et al. 
2003:122). In this project, we use reception research to design our focus groups (a term 
elaborated on in the next section, conducting interviews), and interviews in order to find out 
how our informants make sense of the book and the video and which source has more 
influence. We use this method to generate discussion and critical thinking which enables us to 
delve into their interpretations and use that data for the basis of our analysis. Because the 
encoding and decoding is so key to communication, we will be looking at the motivation of 
the producers of the material and thereafter the recipients understanding. In order to do this, 
reception research is a very effective method in seeing what takes place while the media is 
being actualized (Schrøder et al., 2003). The aim of collecting the information on the 
perception of meat consumption/production and its effect on the environment was not to gain 
insight into social behaviour or statistical/habitual actions, but to see what discourses are 
dominating within the subject of interest. 
The purpose of the qualitative research interview treated here is to obtain descriptions of the 
lived world of the interviewees with respect to interpretations of the meaning of the described 
phenomena (Kvale, S. 1996:30). Consequently, this supports our decision to use qualitative 
research to design our interviews and to analyse the interview data. According to David 
Silverman, ‘qualitative research designs tend to work with a relatively small number of cases, 
generally speaking, qualitative researchers are prepared to sacrifice scope for detail’ 
(Silverman 2005:9).  In using this method, we are discovering more details from the focus 
group, and this detail is found, namely in the precise particulars of such matters as people’s 
understandings and interactions. Silverman also gave us insight into how the research 
methods could be structured based on qualitative research methodology. The interview guide 
is used to understand participants’ categories and background; the interviews contain open-
ended questions; and the transcripts and descriptions are used to understand how participants 
organize their talk and body movements (Silverman, 2005:111). These ideas guide the work 
done throughout our project. 
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2.4 Conducting Focus Groups & Individual Interview 
Because LLS was aimed at a global audience, the ideal type of informants would include 
people from a wide social range. We tried to choose the informants as randomly as possible 
by sending an e-mail to students at Roskilde University. As the time passed by and we did not 
have any response, we had to think of other alternative ways to gather informants. We then, in 
the end, had to ask some of the people that we knew, and that knew each other, to participate. 
We understand that this is not the most preferable way to select informants, although a 
positive point is that the informants that participated were from rather various social 
backgrounds. Because we gathered informants from our networks, and the participants knew 
each other beforehand, the term used in Researching Audiences to describe this type of group 
is network interviews (Schrøder et al., 2003:150). The book does not elaborate greatly on this 
term and we therefore prefer to use the more common term of focus group. As we mentioned 
previously, LLS was aimed at a global audience, and we could say, that to some degree we 
managed to recruit a very varied range. 
The first group had four participants and was conducted in Copenhagen, while the second one 
with three participants was conducted at Roskilde University. A one and a half hour time 
duration was allotted for each focus group session. This amount of time was decided upon as 
generally people are busy and impatient if the session becomes too long. On the other hand, 
the groups were small and a balance is needed in both number of questions and number of 
informants. 
In order for the informants to feel comfortable being as expressive as possible, we tried to 
create an environment that allowed them to feel as natural and as stress free we could. In 
Copenhagen (group one), the focus group was held in one of the group members’ apartment 
in order to achieve a more relaxed and friendly atmosphere. It is important that informants 
feel comfortable as this helps to open up and to discuss more openly. For the one in Roskilde 
(group two), a medium sized lecture room was found where everyone sat around the table and 
was able to see each other. Some refreshments were provided in order to make it more 
relaxed. All of the informants were free to eat/drink during the session. 
The interview guide (Appendix 4) was filled out before the session to give us a more detailed 
description of the informants’ background knowledge. In order to have constructive feedback 
from the informants, a semi-structured technique was used. Open-ended questions were 
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helpful in not having too many yes or no answers. According to Kvale, ‘It has a sequence of 
themes to be covered, as well as suggested questions, yet at the same time there is an 
openness to changes of sequence and forms of questions in order to follow up the answers 
given and the stories told by the subjects’ (Kvale, 1996:124). Therefore, we could obtain 
qualitative descriptions from the informants with respect to interpretation of their meaning. 
The focus group proceeded rather like a normal conversation, but had a specific purpose and 
structure: ‘It is characterized by a systematic form of questioning’ (Kvale, 1996:131). The 
interview questions should be simple and easy to understand. The questions were mainly 
created based on our research questions to help us to discover the informants’ opinion about 
the LLS, their understanding, and attitude towards the product. The questions asked were 
created by categorizing them under Knowledge, Attitude and Behaviour to cover a range of 
pre-knowledge, perception and action (Jacobsen, 2009:46). 
The two groups were conducted slightly differently. The first group was more controlled than 
the second group by only letting one person speak at a time in a numbered rotation. In the 
second group, informants spoke more freely. There was no organization of a sequence for 
answering, and this created a free flowing discussion with each other. The focus group leader 
encouraged informants to say something about each question, but we wanted to see the 
natural progression in the interaction with the control being in the hands of the informants 
rather than the researcher (qtd. in Tonkes, 2004). 
The questions were divided into two parts, the first part contained general questions to be 
asked before they viewed the material. These general questions were mainly about FAO and 
environmental problems that we are facing to acquire an idea of what they knew about the 
subject area beforehand. This will tell us how their opinion is shaped and how informative the 
message is (Appendix 5 & 6). After the general questions, a short presentation of the book 
was given. A two-page outline and the Executive Summary from LLS (Appendix 2&3) were 
passed around to take a short look at, and then the selection of the video (approximately 20-
30 min.) was shown. The video is almost three hours long, and the main message is presented 
in the first 20-30 minutes, whereas the rest of the video contains information about 
vegetarianism. After playing the video we asked the second part of the questions, which were 
directed at the material, the sources and the message. 
Methods of recording interviews for documentation and later for analysis include audiotape 
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recording, videotape recording, note taking and remembering (Kvale, 1996:160). We decided 
to use audio recording and note taking. By doing this, we could concentrate on the interview 
and interact with informants. The notes were quite extensive as we wanted to capture as much 
as possible. In the case of the focus group held in Copenhagen (group one), the second part of 
the data was reconstructed from the notes, because the audio recorder’s battery died, so we 
only recorded half of the interview. We are aware that this changes our interpretation of the 
answers, but we did get confirmation from the informants that what we reconstructed was 
real and true. 
‘The transcripts are artificial constructions from an oral to a written mode of communication.’ 
(Kvale, 1996:163). ‘Transcribing the interviews from an oral to a written mode structures the 
interview conversations in a form amenable for closer analysis’ (Kvale, 1996:168). The 
written text is easier to be used for both understanding and analysing compared with oral 
language. We transcribed the interview audio record into written form by listening to the 
audio, sentence by sentence, again and again. After one had finished one part of transcription, 
it was passed to another one where we made sure to double check the written language in 
order to avoid misunderstandings. During this process, we will also check the validity of the 
transcription. We have a good recollection of how the informants expressed their answers and 
even their body language. Listening to the audio record again, helps to re-connect to the 
conversation, and based on our memory and the audio record, we wrote the text sentence by 
sentence to make sure that we have typed what the informants exactly expressed. Finally, we 
read through the text together and make the final check until we all agreed on the text 
(Appendix 5 & 6). 
2.5 Individual Interview 
To get a better understanding of the problem in question as well as the position of the sender, 
we conducted an individual Skype interview with the author of the LLS, Henning Steinfeld 
(Appendix 1). He was contacted at FAO in Rome, Italy and was very open and willing to 
participate. He was given a brief introduction to the project and research area before starting 
with a series of questions prepared based on inquiring about the communication strategy of 
FAO, who their target audience is and how he thought the message would best be conveyed. 
We also wanted to ask about his idea of how to best communicate science. The questions 
were formulated based on some of the following areas related to our project research: 
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 1  Who is the target audience and what efforts were made to reach this audience? 
 2  What is the best way to communicate science to the public? 
 3  What was the purpose? 
2.6  Validity, Reliability and Ethical Considerations 
As it is defined by Kvale, validity is 'the strength and soundness of a statement; in the social 
sciences validity usually means whether a method investigates what it purports to investigate' 
(Kvale, Brinkmann, 2009: 327). 
When working on scientific research, one should always take into consideration the reliability 
and validity of concepts, research questions, sources and empirical data. Being aware of the 
choices that one makes and being able to justify it during the process increases validity of the 
scientific research project. It is important to choose substantial theoretical approaches, to state 
clear motivations behind the choices of the sources, and at the same time taking a critical 
stand towards one's own findings. All these reflections improve the validity of the research. 
Within the process of a scientific research one should always be conscious about the concept 
of reliability. It is as important as validity. Reliability refers to consistency and 
trustworthiness of research findings (Kvale, Brinkmann 2009:245). The research will be 
reliable if the researcher will be aware of the methodologies that are being used, valid 
arguments. 
When working on scientific research project, many ethical codes have to be taken into 
consideration. Ethical issues are embedded in all stages of the research, such as consideration 
to participants in an interview, informed consent, deception and invasion of privacy amongst 
others. 
In our case ethical issues regarding the confidentiality of the informants within research 
design were taken into consideration. Before the conducting focus group, informants were 
told, that any personal information will remain anonymous, during the interviews and latter in 
the transcriptions, participants were called “Informant 1” as well as latter in the analysis. 
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3 Theoretical Background 
This chapter presents the theoretical standpoint of Social Constructionism (Meta-theory) and 
Ernesto Laclau and Chantal Mouffe’s Discourse theory as well as the rudiments of the 
connection between them. Laclau and Moffe are contemporary political theorists who 
developed the Discourse Theory used in this project (Torfing, 1999: preface). Throughout the 
theoretical explanation, how it will be used in the analysis will also be outlined. 
3.1 Discourse under the Umbrella of Social Constructionism 
Considering how broad the term discourse is, we begin by narrowing our field to 
Environmental Discourse as both our sources hold content relating to this subject. Used as 
our Meta-theory, Social Constructionism, (the post-structuralist premise of the discourse 
theory of Laclau and Mouffe’s is based on) (Jørgensen & Phillips, 2002:4-6) supports 
characteristics of culture and the social world which much opinion is influenced by. Because 
meaning is constructed in the social realm through the power of discourse, it is never 
stagnant, but always dynamic and changing. Mass communication fits into this category due 
to the large numbers of receivers. This creates an arena where discourses compete, and 
become consumed by the public quicker often with various sides of the debate present. For 
this reason, ‘a key word of the theory is discursive struggle’ (Jørgensen & Phillips, 2002:7). 
With the overload of information had today, we realize that mass communication is consumed 
in many different sources and layers, perhaps even more so when attempting to relay 
scientific data. We therefore confer with the notion that ‘the struggle between different 
knowledge claims could be understood and empirically explored as a struggle between 
discourses which represent different ways of understanding aspects of the world and 
construct different identities for speakers (such as ‘expert’ or ‘layperson’) (Jørgensen & 
Phillips, 2002:3). 
Because the public depends on scientific data to make decisions, ‘this elevates the expertise 
and status of the knowledge professions to a prime political position in the discourse of risk, 
leaving little or no room for the layperson’ (Fischer, 2000: 51). The entities that are 
responsible for representing our understanding of science and technology and many of their 
failings are the premise of Ulrich Beck’s Risk Society and what he also calls Reflexive 
Modernity: ‘An expert is any individual who can successfully lay claim to either specific 
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skills or types of knowledge which the layperson does not possess. Expert and layperson have 
to be understood as contextually relative terms. There are many layers of expertise and what 
counts in any given situation where expert and layperson confront one another is an 
imbalance in skills or information which – for a given field of action – makes one an 
“authority” in relation to the other (Beck, 1994: 84). 
Since the definitions of expert and layperson are based on this definition, the expert 
knowledge in our case refers to the scientists who, having scientific qualifications, 
produced/wrote the data in LLS. The so-called layperson is not only the makers of the video, 
but also the informants and researchers who rely on this data to make sense of the case. Even 
though Master Ching Hai is qualified in her own right on aspects of food and health by way 
of being a nurse, she is not skilled in producing scientific data that shows effects on the 
environment and therefore also can be defined as a layperson even though data from LLS is 
presented in the video. 
3.2 Discursive/Non-discursive – Part and Parcel 
‘…relations between subjects are created in discourse, and there is no possibility to get 
behind the discourse to a ‘truer’ truth. Hence Foucault has no need of a concept of ideology. 
Laclau and Mouffe’s discourse theory has adopted this position, and its concept of ideology is 
practically empty’ (Jørgensen & Phillips, 2002:2).  Discourse is a social practice and there is 
often a gap between theory or ideology and social behaviour. This makes discourse or the 
actual action stronger (even though it is context/culturally bound). Laclau and Mouffe’s 
epistemological point of departure does not distinguish between discursive and non-
discursive elements, making any factors that affect a situation simply also part of discourse. 
Even though Gramci was a source of inspiration for Laclau and Moffe, an example such as 
the economics of a situation which he believes is central would only be part and parcel of the 
discourse for Laclau and Moffe.  
Marxism and Structuralism is combined in Laclau and Mouffe’s Discourse theory with Marx 
providing a tool to examine the social while meaning being made through structuralism. 
Another way of taking a more dialectical approach to the social with regard to knowledge is 
through Foucault’s coupling of power and knowledge. In our case, according to LLS, relaying 
the scientific data is a form of educating the public in order to make an informed decision. 
When relating to expert and public knowledge we will consider how the idea of ‘different 
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regimes of knowledge determine what is true and false’ (Jørgensen & Phillips, 2002:13). We 
initiate this by identifying the dominant discourses in the data. This term is used in the 
Foucautian sense of the ‘most common and accepted way.’14 For instance, any areas that 
arise most frequently or are defended strongly may be considered dominant discourses. 
                                                
3.3 Foucault Power/Knowledge and Value as ‘Truth’ 
When determining if the message has been accepted and/or understood, we lean on the term, 
“value” or “valuable” to describe the processes. This form of measurement is based mainly 
on the French sociologist and philosopher, Michel Foucault and his idea of the truth 
perception:  ‘According to this view, for knowledge to acquire value as 'truth', it had to 
constantly strive to become “scientific”, to construct and organize concepts according to 
certain rigorous criteria of scientificity. Foucault argues that scientific knowledge is not 
inherently “superior” or more “true” than other forms of knowledge’.15 Regulating power 
produces productive forms of power, which then strengthens the original form of knowledge. 
Power and knowledge are not one in the same, but are comprised of interacting complex 
relations.  
3.4 Analytical Strategy 
Largely, what constitutes the analysis of discourse is what it excludes. This Field of 
Discursivity  is filled with ‘the meanings that each sign has, or has had, in other discourses 
but which are excluded by the specific discourse in order to create a unified system of 
meaning (Jørgensen & Phillips, 2002:27). In order to answer research question two, we will 
do a first reading of the data, naming the dominant discourses and thereafter in a second 
reading, identifying the field of discursivity (exclusion).  
The focus on meat consumption/production and its effects on the environment, places this 
work in the discourse of environment. Within that same area are people and the social 
depicting the ones feeling the effects and also working as actors contributing to the problem. 
People and the social are identified as Nodal Points and this grants further power to the 
 
14  http:// users.california.com/~rathbone/local3.htm+dominant+discourse+meaning&cd=3&hl=en&ct=clnk 
15http://webcache.googleusercontent.com/search?q=cache:ssiFbUybah0J:www.michel-
foucault.com/concepts/index.html+value+according+to+foucault&cd=4&hl=en&ct=clnk 
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informants and their understanding of these scientific results as they become the 
representations of both sides – cause and effect. The Floating Signifiers of knowledge or 
education are meant to serve the nodal points; knowledge or education is represented by the 
book and the video as the intention behind the product is to inform or educate the public 
about the issue. They are considered floating signifiers as the industry may change and grow, 
may be portrayed in different ways, or understood in various ways and therefore may be 
assigned different meaning, possibly creating a struggle. The forms of expert and lay 
knowledge provide a ‘struggle’ for readers to decipher and make decisions from. The 
analytical investigation will include identifying how the book and the video serve the 
informants through the message – if the mediums can educate through the message. 
‘Elements are signs whose meanings have not yet been fixed; signs that have multiple, 
potential meanings (i.e. they are polysemic). Using this concept, we can now reformulate the 
concept of discourse: a discourse attempts to transform elements into moments by reducing 
their polysemy to a fully fixed meaning’ (Jørgensen & Phillips, 2002:28). By examining the 
expression of the informants, dominant discourses can be identified and what is the reaction 
when different signs are combined. When looking at the two discourses generated from the 
book and the video, we hope to see how the floating signifiers are received and thereby begin 
to identify the power in the perceived meaning i.e. which signs create a ‘struggle’ and which 
are more fixed. How the discourse is ‘reproduced, challenged or transformed’ is the primary 
investigation process. 
According to Laclau and Moffe, Hegemonic Articulation is defined as, ‘every practice that 
establishes a relation between elements such that the identity of the elements is modified’ 
(Jørgensen & Phillips, 2002:28). This can be an outcome of articulatory practice. While 
articulations are related to social practices, articulatory practice is when a discourse has or is 
present in another discourse which is what produces what is missing in a discourse. Examples 
of this from the data will bring the linguistic form into a move toward decision making and 
therefore giving more power to how this message becomes valuable as well as establish 
elements of identity. These linking together of key signifiers (nodal points-discourse, myth-
social space, master signifiers-identity) or Chains of Equivalence lead to explanations of 
relational identity because they are combined with other signs. 
Social Antagonism deals with different discourses and their absence of each other. When 
discourses clash due to using ‘contrasting demands in relation to the same actions,’ tension 
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occurs due to possibility of deterioration of meaning (Jørgensen & Phillips, 2002:47). Both 
sources are looking for encouraging decision making, yet demanding it in different ways. 
Further exemplifying the key to power relations is hegemony which organizes positioning 
through the meaning of social phenomenon. We use this mainly when determining the value 
of the message and the effects that has. 
Myth is used in the reading of the message to determine the ‘objective reality’ in society 
found both in speech and actions. In this case, it is used to explain conflict between 
knowledge and action and the gap that exists between these two: ‘One aim of discourse 
analysis is to pinpoint and analyse the myths of society as objective reality that are implied in 
talk and other actions. How it is that some myths come to appear objectively true and others 
as impossible is a central question. And one can analyse how myths as floating signifiers are 
invested with different contents by different social actors in the struggle to make their 
particular understanding of “society” the prevailing one’ (Jørgensen & Phillips, 2002:40). 
In applying discourse theory and method, the aim is to delineate the procedures in which the 
focus group informants struggle with the two forms of discourses at hand and the processes in 
how they attach meaning to the signs. How these meanings become “naturalized” during the 
time we listen to their “truth” about the discourse on meat production/consumption and its 
effects on the environment can reveal more how they might make future decisions based on 
the content of this message. Any affects or influence the sender may or may not have by 
means of utilizing expert or non-specialized knowledge and the clout that may hold, will also 
be addressed. 
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4 Analysis 
Chapter four is broken down into sections which reflect the order of our research questions. 
Scientific knowledge and power and the relations between these was a dominant discourse or 
central theme that ran through all three of these sections: 
1. Communication of Science  
2. Value, Understanding, & Acceptability of the Message 
3. Perception of the Sources 
4.1 Hegemonic Discourse – Challenges in Communicating Science 
This part of the analysis is aimed at how the scientific data in LLS is communicated and how 
this enhances dialogue and critical thinking surrounding the issue of meat production 
/consumption’s impact on the environment. Looking at the aspects pinpointed by the 
recipients, sheds light on research question one. 
When it comes to communicating science, Stocklmayer, Director of the Centre for the Public 
Awareness of Science at the Australian National University, believes that scientists who only 
think of the message and not the audience are likely to fail in their communication 
(Stocklmayer, 2001:3). In interviewing the author of LLS, it became clearer that because the 
UN (FAO) has a specific predetermined communication strategy and there were limited 
resources to produce LLS, the message, distribution and audience were only taken into 
consideration at a minimal level (Appendix 1). Steinfeld explains that he is a scientist and it is 
not necessarily his job to think of these aspects, yet he does understand the challenge, ‘of 
course what we can try to do is try to use easy language and try to put it as simple as possible 
but if you want to be technically and scientifically sound then very often you don’t have 
much of an alternative, you must be able to...you must use technical language too or 
otherwise you will not be precisely correct’ (Appendix 1).  According to some informants, the 
language appeared to be an obstacle in understanding or accepting the message mainly 
because the wording is scientific-based or English was not their first language. If the 
presentation of language and size of the book had to be done in this specific way, what other 
obstacles arose because of this? We attempt to look at these in the following section. 
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4.1.1 LostinTranslation
Some informants referred to the time factor as an obstacle to ingesting the book: ‘I like to 
read, but if I wanted to know about this subject I would like video form because I am a busy 
person and want to get information quickly so I can make a decision’ (F1Q10I4). Because of 
the time needed to absorb the contents of the book, the video was again allocated more 
power:‘ I think the video has more power because it can get to more people and maybe they 
don’t have some weeks to read the book or they not so interested in that’ [...] (F2:Q13:I3). 
Understanding and knowing how to navigate through scientific material can take time and it 
does not help when the book is of the size that it is. The book, described as, ‘voluminous’ 
(F1:Q10:I3), needs to be allotted to those that have time, do specific research or as reference 
material (F1:Q9:I2).  
When asked how he believes the best way to get this knowledge out to the public is, the 
author of LLS replied, ‘Well we need people like you, who are able to translate the scientific 
information and data into something that is digestible by people who are reading newspapers 
or look at websites and usually you have to put it onto a page or two pages at most and then 
try to condense the information also in a form and a language that can be easily understood' 
(Appendix 1). This process sounds very rational and prolific and is actually part of the 
methodology used to present the material to the focus groups; however, much information 
can be lost in transformation of data. 
The informants only had a two-page summary, the Executive Summary, and the book to skim 
through in order to make sense of what is in reality a nearly 400 page book. This is not an 
ideal acquisition of the knowledge available. ‘When distant and unfamiliar and complex 
things are communicated to great masses of people, the truth suffers a considerable and often 
radical distortion. The complex is made over into the simple, the hypothetical into the 
dogmatic and the relative into an absolute’ (qtd. in Fan, 2006:30). However, if the interest is 
nurtured, and there is demand on a need to know basis - the idea of learning from the book 
does come across as reliable; yet, still somewhat specialised. The video was sometimes 
referred to as educational (A6:Q15&19:I3&1), while the book was described with words such 
as ‘academic’ and ‘dry.’ 
The language was a factor for some informants, but not insurmountable: ‘the language is 
harder in the book, but you can almost see through the scientific language, I mean they also 
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explain things’ (F1:Q9:I3). Although the language was commented on, it seemed to be put 
into categories to create productive meaning rather than being misunderstood:  ‘The book 
seems like it is for scholars and the language is not easy. The video was encouraging and 
showed solutions, more dynamic and with movement’ (F1:Q9:I3). The grouping of expert 
and layperson knowledge was also expressed here: ‘video was more for street (everyday) 
people the book is for academics’ (F1:Q9:I4). 
4.1.2 Expertvs.Layperson
The categorization of the two types of knowledge illustrates that the message is valuable. The 
expert knowledge from LLS was found to be useful for someone doing research in this area, 
and the video (lay knowledge) was expressed as easier to be understood by people without 
much knowledge about the topic. Other informants also recognized this point, ‘the book is 
scientifically quotable and a good source. Brings up issues that need to be addressed’ 
(A5:Q9:I2). The expert knowledge also came across as being understandable (A5:Q9:I3). The 
informants were able to identify the differences between the expert and layperson by the 
presentation, and they seemed rather objective about it, mainly situationally contextualizing 
the presentation of the knowledge: ‘The positive about the book is that it is serious science. It 
takes time to read, but it is a perfect reference book with a good source. But how can one 
know about it, this seems to be general knowledge. The video brought out many emotions 
and was depressing but good for the general public to get the message. People might get 
scared of the book’ (A5:Q10:I1) & (A5:Q9:I4). The book and the video target different social 
groups (meaning a collection of people connected through common interests), and relay a 
good understanding and usage for the diverse users. 
4.1.3 Power&Knowledge–RelationsRelatedtotheExpertandLayperson
If obstacles such as time and language arise within one of the discourses, there are bound to 
also be some tensions or misinterpretations between professional expertise and a layperson 
presentation of scientific knowledge. The public needs scientific knowledge to make 
decisions concerning environmental risks and also relies on this to relay the information 
further to others. In this way, as Beck connotes, knowledge creates power and the holder of 
the power also creates the knowledge. This was expressed by the informants when referring 
to the positive points of the discourses and medium (A5:Q10:I1).  Although Foucault believes 
in the complex relations between power and knowledge, he stresses that they are not one and 
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the same. This quote in the previous section stating that ‘people might get scared of the book’ 
shows the complexity that can occur when there is creditability for its scientific data, but this 
is in some way too much for an average user. Influence of the source does not necessarily 
equate to easy access to the knowledge. ‘According to Foucault, power is neither an effect of 
institutions or structures nor a certain strength we are endowed with. Power must be defined 
nominalistically ‘as the name one attributes to a complex strategical situation in society. [...] 
As such power is intimately related to knowledge (Torfing, 1999:162). The name of ‘serious 
science’ has been given to the material, yet does not guarantee the person giving that name to 
the material will be participating or intimately relating to that material. 
Seinfeld also states that he believes the connection between food and agriculture and climate 
change ‘has not really been absorbed by the public in most places,’ as people tend to put the 
cause to ‘smoke stacks and exhausts pipes of cars’ (Appendix 1). The collection of elements 
of the pre-knowledge from the informants (before showing the material) showed that the 
knowledge between environment and meat production was very limited and polysemic 
(A1&2: Q1: all informants). Yet at the end of the session, after gaining more knowledge they 
were able to form an opinion and make a decision on the topic. ‘Power is thus the source of 
the social. It is conceived in terms of a society-effect’ (Torfing, 1999:156).  More knowledge 
gave them the power to form a judgement on which medium, source and parts of the message 
holds more value for them. UN is also only given power by the social relations had to it as the 
source does not stand alone. 
On the other hand, ‘only when the public have a specific interest will they turn to the science 
pages. When they are personally engaged, they will read voraciously and be capable of 
mastering difficult material with ease. It is the task of science communicator to increase the 
“need to know” and nurture it’ (Stocklmayer, 2001: XI). This is also expressed by LLS’s 
author: ‘This is a bit of a challenge because of the different languages, because of the 
different topics that are important and what is part of the public debate in various countries 
and not everything is interesting to every country or every citizen in every country. So uh you 
can easily imagine that this is a major task’ (A1:Q10).  
Social relations equate to power relations, rather than coming directly from the agency or 
source. These are more layers of validity which give credibility when attention is diverted to 
the strategy. Environment on the other hand, is becoming a more mainstream topic and one 
hard to avoid in areas such as popular science. This perhaps makes communication easier 
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than approximately a decade ago. Nonetheless, the message is hard to disseminate to the 
masses even when the knowledge is available and the source is seen as reliable: ‘you really 
have to be interested in the topic if you wanna read the book, I mean it really looks kind of 
theoretical and dry maybe, and the video, yeah, for me negative thing would be as I just 
mentioned that I don’t know if they tell me bullshit or not, I mean, I think it is more reliable 
when reading the book’ (A6:Q18:I1).  The communication in the video was appreciated by a 
few informants, and even more so that it contained some facts from LLS. Some found this 
aspect confusing, but overall the fact or scientific data should be present: ‘We expect some 
scientists or some valid sources’ … (A6:Q14:I2). 
4.1.4 SubǦconclusion
Because technical language needs to be used when presenting scientific data, targeting 
through mass communication means perhaps compromising certain features. By condensing 
the material the main points are highlighted, but may exclude the depth of the original which 
could affect decision-making. Characteristics of methodology, in-depth understanding or 
interpretations may be lost in translation. Positive initiatives of transforming the material 
include reducing the time factor, and/or bringing in dynamic forces such as visuals. 
The social effects found in the comparison of the pre-knowledge and after-knowledge 
describes the dialectic process of knowledge gives power and power produces knowledge. 
Decision formation happened after viewing the material which could not have happened 
beforehand. There was also evidence from both the author of LLS, and the informants that it 
is only if one is interested in this subject that one will inquire further. This led to the 
discussion of which groups would choose which form of presentation, the expert or the 
layperson. This choice breaks the demand for each medium down to a contextual need. 
4.2 Scientific Presentation and the Main Message 
This section aims to capture how the informants accept and understand the main message and 
how it is seen as being ‘valuable’ (see chapter 3). Thereafter, we look at how the message is 
delivered and disseminated. This examination brings out some dominant discourses amongst 
the recipients which we have used to structure this chapter: Gap between Scientific 
Knowledge and Action, Perception of the Message (solution based representations), and 
lastly Social Space and the Dissemination of the Message. In this section, we address 
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research question two and three. 
4.2.1 GapbetweenScientificKnowledge&Action
An example of how the message is valuable is demonstrated in the following quote, where 
one myth is altered by another myth in the social organization of the meaning: ‘yeah, I 
probably wouldn't change my lifestyle of not eating meat because I think eating animals is 
very cruel, but maybe more save the environment in general...’(A6:Q16:I2). The informant is 
building a social construction of his own reality. The new information received about the 
environment assists his in creating a new construction and therefore a new social identity. 
Based on the informant’s response, we can see that personal ‘truth’ is not fixed; he would 
change her behaviour because of environmental issues, but not because of the killing of 
animals. In this way his identity is changeable. This is an example of a chain of equivalence 
which begins with the representation of meat consumption as being a relative norm (myth 1). 
After viewing our material and gaining more scientific knowledge, the informant has not 
changed her lifestyle, but has given his reasons for possible change of action and decision-
making. Another informant spoke right after his and agreed: ‘yeah, I would do the same. I 
mean, yeah of course they kill animals, they will always do that, but changing the 
environment that's another thing here (F2:Q16:I1). The environment is a discourse that 
resonates with the informants as important to deal with. Jørgensen & Phillips explain a similar 
social phenomenon in these words: ‘The myth is, on the one hand, a distorted representation of 
reality, but on the other hand, this distortion is inevitable and constitutive because it 
establishes a necessary horizon for our acts’ (Jørgensen & Phillips, 2002:39).   
This same informant was very influenced by the pictures and the video in general, and even 
though she considered the message to be valuable, there is still a gap between knowledge and 
action. The gap is visible in the language used when it comes to the reality of the situation: ‘I 
think it’s difficult, cause normally I would like to stop eating meat after watching this video, 
and stuff, but I think when it comes to reality, when it comes to like preparing dinner, I 
wouldn't like… how do you say...to stop eating meat, I would still, I think I would still eat 
meat...’ (A6:Q15:I1).  This exemplifies with expressions such as ‘normally’ and ‘I think it is 
difficult’ that because social identity can change; there will always be a possible a gap 
between knowledge and action.  
The same informant said that she also had to consult with her boyfriend (A6:Q21:I1), 
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insinuating that she is also affected by his habits. Because she is influenced by the reality of 
those closest to her, another gap is created between the information she received and practice. 
Based on our data, we see a separation between what is expressed in moments of discourse 
and what is practiced, again due to the possibility of flexible identities.  
4.2.2 PerceptionofMessage&SolutionǦbasedCommunication
In several scenes in the video, experts support the message of, ‘stop eating meat to save the 
planet.’ One informant conveyed concern about this, ‘I think it was like, hi, we are doing bad 
things now, but we have the solution, we can tell you … we just don't have to eat meat, right, 
I mean, ok that's is not the only solution, I mean, ok, we would save a lot of CO2 and bla bla, 
but I don't think it can be the only solution in saving the world, just everybody not eating 
meat any more. That's how it was shown, kind of…but I mean, you can't tell people not to eat 
meat’ (A6:Q20:I1).  
When referring to the video, another informant said ‘it’s never good to tell people something, 
messages directly, don’t eat meat, but of course they will reflect on that message. Yeah, they 
do it directly, maybe they should have communicated so that we, in our heads, get the 
message, don't eat meat, instead of telling us directly’ (A6:Q20:I2). The value of the message 
decreases here as the method in which it is delivered does not have positive response. The 
guilt factor connected to the idea of being told what to do does not sit well with some of the 
informants. Because most of the decision-making comes from the main message, it is of 
utmost importance that the message comes across successfully. The premise of the message 
must be fundamentally relatable to as many people as possible. It must be pleasing to the 
reader, and formulated in such a way that it has a positive effect. The creation of the message 
in the video includes alternative possibilities by giving an example in the UK of how many 
resources would be saved if people in UK ate meat 7 days per week, 6 days and then counting 
down to 1 day per week. This solution based part of the message is a master signifier, and 
‘provides behavioural instructions to people who identify’ (Jørgensen & Phillips, 2002:43) with 
the options in this part of the message.  In general, people do not want to be told what to do; 
however, when the opportunities are presented in a solution format, it is read as a 
“possibility” and thereafter they can make their own decisions. They are given a choice; and 
in that way, the solution-based formula becomes a positive delivery of the message. 
Some informants mentioned that they liked this clarification. One reaction was: ‘yeah, I liked 
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the idea in the video about like ok what would happen if all, everyone in the UK would 
change, would not eat meat 7 days a week and 6 days, bla bla, I mean I would like, I think it 
would be a good idea like to start, like having one day a week without meat, like try, and then 
you could also be creative and try some vegetarian dishes or...’ (A6:Q16:I1). What they said 
indicated that the message with a given solution such as “meat free one day a week” is easier 
to understand and accept rather than just stating “eat less meat” or “stop eating meat.”   
In this particular environmental discourse, we came across two social identities meatrian and 
vegetarian. In our group of informants, we did not have a discussion between meatrians and 
vegetarians; however, the two identities emerged due to the video encouraging people to 
become vegetarian. When two different identities exclude each other, social antagonism can 
occur. (Jørgensen & Phillips, 2002:47). This means, the common action of eating is conflicted 
with what one should eat. The barriers the other puts up regarding that choice is often argued 
with what is considered a norm. Tension shows in the following quote between two identities: 
‘normally vegetarians are like kind of a strange, or not so many people, so you just go with 
the normal way’ (A6:Q15:I3). The language used to describe the other is ‘strange’ opposing 
‘normal’ which creates an automatic obstruction and shows how one reality exhibits a form of 
exclusion from each other. 
To dissolve an antagonism, an articulation is needed (hegemonic intervention) (chapter 3) to 
help one connect with the other (Jørgensen & Phillips, 2002:48). The contingent articulation 
that emerged here is, once again, a solution based one – trying to have a few days without 
eating meat per week. The same informant expresses the solution in the video as a possibility 
for change: ‘if we been all our life eating meat, we are not thinking why should I stop eating, 
so this is ways just eat meat, but maybe it’s not too difficult to eat like 1, 2, or 3 days no meat, 
that is more possible, I mean that is a first step to eating less and less and less...’ (A6:Q16:I3). 
Again, it is very clear that a solution such as this was important for the informants and is a 
piece of ‘soft’ advice rather than a strong command forcing people to stop eating meat.  
4.2.3 SocialSpace&DisseminatingtheMessage
We asked the informants about their knowledge about the problem before the informants 
received the message and about their opinions after they received the message. From the 
seven informants, five of them did not know anything about meat consumption causing 
environmental problems, and two of them had very little knowledge about the issue. After 
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they skimmed the LLS book and watched the video, they had a better understanding about the 
problematic of the message: ‘the emphasis of the sheer magnitude of the problem was 
surprising and the most important, I was not aware it was this huge’ (A5:Q8:I1), and 
‘Surprisingly significant’ (A5:Q8:I4).   
According to Philips & Jorgensen, ‘myths organise a social space’ (Jørgensen & Phillips, 
2002:50). Before the informants received the message, their myth was that eating meat is not 
necessarily related to environmental problems; the ‘distorted representation of reality’ 
(Jørgensen & Phillips, 2002:50), is organized mainly as: there is no connection between 
eating meat and its environmental problems. After they received the message from the two 
mediums, the first myth was altered by a new myth - eating meat has a huge affect on 
environmental problems. A new social space (risk vs. non-risk in a global context) was 
created in that the informants now have fundamental knowledge about how eating meat 
affects environmental problems and the potential risks. 
One informant communicated a desire for a top down reorganization of social space: ‘there 
was not enough emphasis put on this topic from the politicians (referring to COP 15). It is a 
hidden piece of knowledge that should be made known in the best way possible’ (A5:Q8:I2). 
The discourse of meat consumption then becomes a floating signifier (see chapter 3) since 
when the information is not provided clearly or accessibly, other discourses struggle to 
provide meaning. The informant sees it as an issue which deserves a more widespread 
method of distribution to reach more people: ‘It is worth a serious consideration. Huge 
numbers of resources could be changed by eating more vegetarian. The UN being the source 
has changed my mind about this topic. At COP 15 I also received this video, but after 2 
seconds I turned it off. I thought it was propaganda. After seeing it today together with the 
source of the book, I will watch it again and reconsider my habits’ (A5:Q8:I3). This new 
myth reveals a change in perception and for more people to have more knowledge on this 
subject to help them make an informed decision and perhaps go further and change behaviour 
to some degree. 
Some informants directly expressed that the message is so valuable that it will affect their 
daily life. One informant said ‘The video was so valuable to me that I became a vegetarian 
after seeing it. I want to be an example to the people around me’ (A5:Q12:I2). This is a 
successful reading of the message as it leans toward immediate change in behaviour by 
reiterating that they actually stopped eating meat and are aware of the impact being an 
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example can have. As one said about the value of the message, ‘very much. I was very 
impacted and I will be sharing this information with others. This has given me a renewed 
desire to go back to eating less meat and contribute in my way…’ (A5:Q12:I1). There are 
other examples that show that informants would like to spread the message: ‘Yeah, I actually 
thought it was nice little video, I would definitely tell my parents at least, and make them 
reflect, and talk about it’ (A6:Q21:I2). This was also expressed as ‘yeah, I thought the same, I 
would talk to my boyfriend’ (A6:Q21:I1). Another informant said ‘I do believe eating more 
chicken and fish is better than too much beef and this is what I will do more of in future’ 
(A5:Q12:I4). All of these listed examples confirm that the message is valuable. As message 
receivers, they have a clear understanding about the message and accept it to some extent in 
spite of sometimes being critical of the source. 
One informant said he found the message useful for his own work, and will use the 
information for his thesis. ‘I work with climate change and am writing a thesis on the topic so 
I will definitely use this argument to support certain points in my work. It is impossible to 
just ignore – the images were too powerful and the UN data very real and specific –this is 
also extremely timely with it only being a few years old’ (A5:Q12:I3). The video brought out 
many emotions through the visual aspect which worked as a motivator for interest and 
decision making. 
They also talked about the power of message in the video and the book. Because of the 
dynamic images and sound, certain information can be expressed in the video which the book 
cannot. The images invoked emotion and the book conveyed a detailed- reference perception. 
‘It is the powerful medium, so you ... this ... the video, they can create some messages that the 
book cannot create’ (A6:Q13:I2). Because the message should be dynamic and relatable, the 
public would have more opportunities to receive the message by having a choice of different 
mediums. 
4.2.4 SubǦconclusion
By analysing the discourse in relation to the message, we can conclude that the message is 
valuable in both discourses because most informants gained knowledge from the LLS report 
and the video; also they had a good understanding of the message and that the dynamics of 
the message should have a positive influence. It brought forth critical thinking fashioned new 
decision-making tools. 
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Jacobsen in his book states ‘in a successful product, all components are shaped in terms of 
the message and all point in the same direction.’  The message should also be the audiences’ 
conclusion after they have experienced the product (Jacobsen, 2003:29). In our case, all 
informants have successful come to the same conclusion of the message - the two mediums 
are encouraging people to consume less meat in order to protect the planet. The message was 
conveyed and very few aspects were not understood from both the LLS book and the video. 
They have recognized the problem is real and massive, and they suggest that the message 
should be spread to others and become more mainstream. An assertion from some informants 
was that they would spread the message to people around them. The message helps 
informants establish a new “truth”; the new “truth” effects the informants’ intended social 
behaviour to some extent. 
Another positive aspect is that the message in the video not only presents the problem, but 
also provides a solution. The solution given is simple, and all informants directly or indirectly 
said they liked the idea. They concur that it would be easy to carry out in daily life, and all 
agreed not only do it themselves, but also encourage others to do it. The solution-based 
message helps to dissolve the antagonism between two different social identities, which 
makes it possible that meatarians have a new perception about vegetarians, and a measurable 
starting point about, how to consume less meat. 
The two different discourses represent very similar messages; yet, are perceived by the 
recipients as being targeted to different social groups. This was exemplified in that some 
people may like reading the book to gain more scientific knowledge, while others would 
prefer to watch the video to have an overall idea about the message without spending a long 
time reading. Jacobsen describes each media having its own specific and characteristic genres 
or narrative styles (Jacobsen, 2003:83). The book presents scientific data, and the video uses 
dynamic visual stimulation that gives a clear and easy to understand explanation of the 
message. When it is possible to have a choice between these two types of mediums, a need is 
fulfilled for different people, and this helps to spread the message more widely. All in all, a 
conclusive element is that the message is valuable to this audience and that it has been 
accepted and understood with individual ‘truth’ elements. 
4.3 Perception of the Sources 
In this section of the analysis we will be looking into the perception of the sources, FAO and 
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the Master Ching Hai. Our main interest is in the way they are conceptualized by the 
informants in relation to their validity as the senders of the message. In addition, is an inquiry 
into what effect the perceived validity has on if the message is being accepted or not. We will 
be touching upon the identity of the sources and how it is constructed by the informants, as it 
has implication towards accepting the message. Once again, FAO is positioned as an expert, 
because of the scientific research done and Master Ching Hai represents a layperson position. 
The same perception of the sources can be found in the empirical data and it will be 
addressed in more detail later in this section in relation to the theoretical terms. This part will 
attempt to answer research question 3. 
4.3.1 IdentitiesoftheSources
According to Laclau and Mouffe, both individual and collective identities are organised 
according to the same principles in the same discursive processes. Therefore identities are 
social phenomena, meaning that identities are positioned within some particular discourses 
where they are “accepted, refused and negotiated” (Philips and Jorgensen, 2002:43). In our 
project, we are dealing with two different, and in some aspects, controversial identities, FAO 
and Master Ching Hai. Though we have to keep in mind that, the reason why we say that 
these identities are to some degree controversial, is because that the research takes place in a 
particular social reality with specific social norms, where one of the identities is more 
dominating than the other. The determining of the level of controversy would most likely be 
different if it occurred in another social reality. This notion is embedded in the approach of 
Social Constructionism (Meta theory). 
Let us take a closer look at the controversial aspects of the sources. It can be seen when we 
look at the perceptions of the sources identities. The identity of FAO is strengthened by the 
fact that it is a part of the UN. According to the informants, UN holds authority within a 
dominant social reality, and sometimes it can be taken for granted. It is as if incontestable 
authority has been given to the agency, and it is implied that no one questions the credibility 
of the UN. Several informants stated openly their opinion of the UN as being trustworthy, 
‘UN has more pull with me’ (A5:Q11:I1). Another informant stated that the organization is, 
‘responsible as a UN agency’ (A5:Q11:I4).  As for the identity of the spiritual guru, it 
becomes weakened by the fact that it is not part of the dominant discourse in this particular 
social reality; it has certain connotations which are not considered to be authoritative. Vivien 
Burr, a lecturer in Psychology at the University of Huddersfield, UK also gives us more 
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theoretical insight into knowledge, truth and reality: If we look at it from the angle of Social 
Constructionism, we know that some constructions within some particular society has a 
tendency to be seen as more truthful, then the others, and can vary depending on the cultural, 
historical and structural aspects of that society (Burr, 2003). As we can see in our case, the 
reason why UN is perceived as more credible is because of the construction of the scientific, 
factual knowledge in the western society. And for the same reason, the Master Ching Hai is 
perceived as slightly less credible, because the mix of genres confuses the informants. 
To sum the process up with the words of Burr, ‘what we call knowledge then simply refers to 
the particular construction or version of phenomenon that has received the stamp of truth in 
our society’ (Burr, 2003:68). 
4.3.2 KnowledgeCreatingAntagonism&Hegemony
Our project is grounded in the theory of Social Constructionism that explains how various 
discourses regulate our knowledge of the world and our shared understanding of things and 
events. Therefore, following that notion, these shared understandings inform our social 
practices, and thus it becomes evident that there is a close ‘relationship between discourse, 
knowledge and power’ (Burr, 2003:67). Based on that understanding, we can see in our 
research that knowledge or lack of it can have direct implications on the perception of the 
source and message. The fact that the informants had different opinions about the sender of 
the message can also give the source more or less power or influence. In a dialectical sense, 
knowledge gives power and power gives knowledge when referring to how the source is 
looked upon. 
The concept of power according to Laclau and Mouffe’s is closely connected to the concepts 
of politics and objectivity. This means that it ‘is not understood as something which people 
possess and exercise over others’ (Jørgensen & Phillips, 2002:37), but as something that 
creates our social world and makes it meaningful to us. This understanding of power 
emphasises the contingency of our social world. ‘It is power that creates our knowledge, our 
identities and how we relate to one another as groups or individuals. And knowledge, identity 
and social relations are all contingent: at a given time they all take a particular form, but they 
could have been – and can become – different’ (Philips and Jorgensen, 2002:37). In relation 
to our research, we can see in the empirical material how both sources hold different 
positions when related to legitimacy, authority, and power. Most of the interviewees, viewed 
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FAO as serious, scientific, factual, responsible and therefore more valid. 
It can be illustrated by these quotes: ‘the serious of FAO was appreciated [...] FAO is fact, 
even though the video uses some of the facts from the UN statistics’ (A5:Q11:I2). According 
to the following quote, the informant indicates that there is power in FAO’s research and this 
power is productive as it gives fuel to the social entity in order to make decisions: ‘FAO has 
done some pretty thorough research and seem neutral, just want to present facts. I just want 
the facts and then make a decision afterwards’ (A5:Q11:I3). The next quote also gives the 
same connotation: ‘you can’t really argue with these statistics and the way it is presented. 
They must be responsible as a UN agency or at least be able to justify their decisions in a 
professional way’ (A5:Q11:I4). In order to make informed decisions, these informants feel 
the need for the information to come from a strong source. 
The following diagram shows how the two discourses collide and create antagonism due to 
inclusion/exclusion. 
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4.3.3 FieldofDiscursivity
‘The field of discursivity is a reservoir for the “surplus of meaning” produced by the 
articulatory practice – that is, the meanings that each sign has, or has had, in other 
discourses, but which are excluded by the specific discourse in order to create a unity of 
meaning’ (Philips and Jorgensen, 2002:27). Therefore, we can say that a discourse is always 
constituted in relation to what it excludes, that is, in relation to the field of discursivity. When 
something is eliminated from a subject it changes the perception of that subject. One does not 
have all the information needed to create a full understanding of a particular entity or domain. 
We attempt to relate this to the following example. In relation to the informants’ familiarity 
about FAO, we can see from the empirical data, that informants had no previous information: 
‘I had never heard of it before’ (A5:Q2:I1). In the following quote, the field of discursivity 
(see chapter 3), is environment because the informants relate FAO as having another function 
which changes the perception of the identity: ‘FAO is not very much involved in 
environmental issues, but just the food security’ (A5:Q2:I3). In this example, the fact that 
FAO is perceived as an organization that is not involved within the environmental domain 
changes the informant's perception of FAO's identity. 
An entity such as FAO is never autonomous, as it is decentred depending on which discourse 
it is placed in. Just as a father can also be a son and a brother and an uncle, all at the same 
time, FAO also has different roles, e.g. an environmental organization, and a food security 
expert. If one is remotely aware of these roles, than FAO might be positioned differently; as 
discourse changes so does the identity. For example, the above informant views FAO as not 
working with environment, but as a food security agency which affects their perception of the 
source and their capability in the environment area. Based on their knowledge, they had put 
FAO in a different discourse, namely the discourse of a humanitarian organization. Another 
informant did the same by perceiving FAO as an organization that takes care of the poor and 
hungry, not as an organization that deals with environmental issues, ‘they are going out to 
look for food and give to those guys who are dying out there or something like that, they are 
interested in that, you know improve the agricultural production, something like that not 
about the environment’ (A5:Q2:I2). 
FAO is again represented discursively as working in another area: ‘FAO is not very much 
involved in environmental issues, but just the food security, which is very important’ 
(A5:Q2:I3). The same informant after viewing the book and video changed to another myth, 
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‘The UN being the source has changed my mind about this topic. At COP 15, I also received 
this video, but after 2 seconds I turned it off. I thought it was propaganda. After seeing it 
today together with the source of the book, I will watch it again and reconsider my habits’ 
(A5:Q8:I3). FAO is automatically considered a valid source in spite of the informant not 
knowing they worked with environment in the start of the focus group. 
In relation to the field of discursivity, we wonder what it would mean if the video did not use 
facts from the book. This informant also becomes confused by the intertexuality: ‘that it’s a 
Chinese guru who is making the video and distributing the video, and then watching this kind 
of serious video and also... I mean, there was a lot of people talking and a lot of influential 
people talking about this topic I guess, I mean it seems actually influential people and then 
the Chinese guru, I think it’s kind of weird, that mix..Yeah...I don't understand what Chinese 
guru wants to do in this video...’ (A6:Q14:I1) In this socially constructed reality, the fact that 
the video was made by someone, who is perceived as a layperson, or non expert has major 
significance in the acceptance of the message and therefore in making an informed decision. 
As the video is using facts from the book, it gives some credibility, but it is still looked upon 
as not very reliable source. ‘I think its valuable, but I still have a problem with this video and 
they showing us a lot of figure and a lot of numbers and a lot of important people talking and 
you don’t know if that's right or wrong or I mean [...]’ (A6:Q17:I1). When the informants 
were unsure about the source of the information and its exact meaning, the ‘truth’ of the 
message began to lose power: ‘We are subjected to the production of truth through power and 
we cannot exercise power except through the production of knowledge (Torfing, 1999:162). 
Having the previous example in mind, we can see how it is connected to Foucault's concept 
of power/knowledge and what implications it has for the conception of “truth”. Foucault 
claims that there is no universal “truth”, as it is constructed or produced within different 
discourses and thus it is always subjective. Therefore, we can also assume, within the 
different scenarios, that if the video had not used some statistical data from LLS, it would 
probably have even less acceptance amongst the recipients. The video at one point was 
perceived as a kind of propaganda, bias, and unreliable, even though it uses facts from LLS, 
as pointed out here by an informant: ‘[...] the video seemed bias, wanting to encourage 
vegetarianism […] ‘(A5:Q11:I2). Here we start to see conflicting discourses within the 
perception of the source’s identities: ‘I think it’s confusing, that you tell us that it’s a Chinese 
guru who is making the video and distributing the video, and then watching this kind of 
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serious video and also.. I mean, there was a lot of people talking and a lot of influential 
people talking about this topic I guess, I mean it seems actually influential people and then 
the Chinese guru, I think it’s kind of weird, that mix..Yeah. I don't understand what Chinese 
guru wants to do in this video...’ (A6:Q14:I1). The discourses become part of each other’s 
field of discursivity and this begins to create antagonism: ‘Maybe just the word 'guru' doesn't 
really fit in environmental problems in general’ (A6:Q14:I1). 
‘Social antagonism occurs when different identities mutually exclude each other’ (Jørgensen 
& Phillips, 2002:47). It can be observed when two the separate identities, as in our case, expert 
identity (FAO) and layperson identity (Master Ching Hai), make different demands. The book 
and the video, in relation to the same actions, communicate the information within a common 
domain - the livestock’s impact on the environment. One; however, inevitably blocks the 
other by excluding and in our case, also including different aspects. ‘The individual 
discourses, which constitute each of the identities, are part of each other’s field of 
discursivity, and when an antagonism occurs, everything the individual discourse has 
excluded threatens to undermine the discourse’s existence and fixity of meaning (Laclau, 
1990: 17)’ (Philips and Jorgensen, 2002:47). 
We could say that, the two different discursive mediums (book and the video) become social 
antagonisms to each other, even though both of them are trying to communicate a 
same/similar message. The book is perceived as a factual, reliable source (A5:Q9:I2). 
Nonetheless, the book does not directly include the animal welfare point of view, which is 
one of the dominant discourses in the video, but the video excludes the direct detailed written 
expert knowledge, leaving mainly the visual. 
This is an example of a chain of equivalence that shows hegemonic articulation by 
illustrating how differing knowledge can create grounds for different perception and therefore 
decision-making. It becomes a hegemonic articulation by connecting elements of the 
situation to then encourage one to choose between the two in a preferential-type manner, 
contributing to a new form of identify.  
4.3.4 SubǦconclusion
According to Laclau and Mouffe, ‘discourses are always only temporary and partial fixations 
of meaning in a fundamentally undecidable terrain’ (Philips and Jorgensen, 2002:39). This 
means that the signs, within the particular discourse can never be fixed, since there is always 
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an ongoing articulation between the signs and their relation to one another in creation of 
meaning. Therefore, the meaning of the term “environment” in our case cannot be fixed, as it 
is a totality, which is then a floating signifier.  It can be invested with a different content by 
different articulations, and that is what makes it a myth. The principle of myth is also 
expressed in the lack of knowledge of the sources. We can see that after hearing about the 
book and watching the video, the informants changed their perceptions, as they had acquired 
some new knowledge (about the missing Field of discursivity), which then might affect their 
decision making and was extremely relevant in the perception of the source even though they 
already had respect for FAO as a UN agency. When a struggle or new input arises between 
particular discourses, it sometimes becomes clearer how different actors are trying to promote 
different ways of organising society as in this case where views were altered.  
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5 Final Conclusion 
Much critical thinking came through already in the myth stages of the interpretation. 
Hegemonic processes were at work already in these stages. Our research shows that most 
informants recognized and grouped the internal workings of the communication of science 
through the recognition of the “expert” presentation of scientific data and the “layperson” 
presentation of scientific data. The two types of discourse were placed in groups or genres 
contingent on time, situational context, language abilities and interest which made the need 
for these resources very situation based. The expert presentation of the data came out as being 
more valued in this context. Facts, in a western context, seem to be valued and appreciated 
while we often remain sceptical of unknown sources or even religious notions. The reason 
why UN has so much power is because the society gives them power. The social context, 
given by society, that is, a general stamp of approval, allows the knowledge that they produce 
to have forms of “truth” that, in our research, is often not questioned. 
While looking at the ‘truth’ of the informants, we also detected a gap in the language used to 
express what would like to be done vs. what might actually happen in the “reality” of 
practice. The informant declares a desire to stop eating meat, but admits in her language that 
it is ‘difficult’ and in reality would most likely not change her habits. The message affected 
her enough to express her desire to want to change, but she realistically verbalized her lack of 
action. This particular informant was aware enough to realize her own limitation, whereas 
other informants may be inspired enough to claim to change behaviour, yet may lose the 
desire soon after reality sets in. Once again, illustrating that social identify is changeable, and 
therefore always a chance of a gap between knowledge and practice. 
We identified that solutions are a motivation to our informants in this problematic area. 
Within the realm of social cognitive thought, is the psychological process that ‘gives 
behaviour purpose and direction.’ 16  ‘Terence Mitchell, Professor of Psychology at the Foster 
School of Business,17 defines motivation as the ‘degree to which an individual wants and 
chooses to engage in certain specified manner.’ Mitchell also agrees that motivation predicts 
future behaviour, is multifaceted, and is an individual phenomenon. We believe in our case, 
the solution of being meat free a few days a week, was motivational because it is not 
                                                 
16  http://unllib.unl.edu/LPP/lpp.htm 
17http://webcache.googleusercontent.com/search?q=cache:uF23dcuzw10J:foster.washington.edu/faculty/faculty_
detail.asp%3FID%3D85+T.R.+Mitchell&cd=1&hl=en&ct=clnk&gl=uk 
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absolute, but rather gives multifaceted options to choose from. From the informants’ side, 
there is some inherent satisfaction from contributing to solving the problem; yet they are not 
asked to change their behaviour completely.18 As the idiom of ‘long shadow’ implies: old 
habits die hard. 
Condensing the information as was done for our focus groups in the two page summary hand-
out and the Executive Summary, allows for the communication of science to become 
selective and eliminates certain points that may have been relevant to the recipients. It would 
therefore be too presumptuous to claim our conveying of the data is clear or permeating. As 
clarified in the project, one cannot necessarily have all of the information needed to make an 
informed decision; especially, in a short focus group of two hours. Because of this, any new 
myths created, utterances on future behaviour, and any newly formed opinions are not 
essentially final. A discourse such as meat production/consumption and its effects on 
environment is vast and ever-changing which means the social space and the perception of it 
changes as well. 
Based on our research and analysis, the perception of the source is very much influenced by 
the socially given power of the source. The FAO is positively perceived as powerful, credible 
and a sound scientific source.  Even though there was virtually no knowledge about FAO, 
being a UN agency gave it the power of UN. This was inherited by FAO in most people’s 
view. The master Ching Hai is perceived as slightly less credible, due to underlying confusion 
from the informants as to why she was playing a role in a science/environment discourse.  
On the other hand, the perceived motivation of the source directly or indirectly created a 
discernment of the identity. In our case, the perception changed when informants gained the 
knowledge that FAO is not only working with food and agriculture, but also working on the 
environmental problems. In the case of the master Ching Hai, a more biased motive was 
perceived and therefore slightly less credible. It was viewed as pushing vegetarianism along 
with a certain lifestyle. The knowledge from the video was also perceived as less credible 
compared with the book. Because the book and the video had been given at the same time, 
informants recognized that the scientific data and facts in the video were from FAO. In this 
way, there was a connection that they saw it was a similar message presented in a different 
way. Even though it was confusing to some, it did also help to perceive the message from the 
                                                 
18  http://unllib.unl.edu/LPP/lpp.htm 
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video as more positive to some extent by creating emotional reactions trough the pictures and 
sound. However, the visual aspect created an emotional reaction that worked as a motivator. 
The perception of the message influenced the informants’ decision-making and therefore 
possible future social behaviour. Therefore, we conclude that the message, being as 
influential as it is, creates new knowledge. From the informants’ responses, we connect this 
productive power strongly to the perception of the sources. The enthusiastic opinion of the 
message was strongly linked to which field the source was associated to. Less uncertainty 
was detected in the acceptance of the message when referring to the UN. Productive power in 
the Foucaultian sense, renders the UN here as being dynamic, while the acknowledgement 
from the informants- both of the message and the source reflects Foucault’s thought of, ‘truth 
isn’t outside power.’19 
The query behind this project from the beginning was to try to find out how we communicate 
a message of high significance to general audiences. When it comes to communicating 
scientific data there are some challenges that need to be taken into consideration. This was 
pointed out by the author himself, as well as by the informants. How much can it be 
compromised in order not to lose significant information? It emerged that much of the 
science would be sought out on a specific need to know basis and that certain types of people 
will be interested in a particular medium based on their own social context. The video got 
praised for being easier to take in time wise even though the source was critiqued more and 
the book seemed to be delegated to a very specific group, but came out on top as a UN 
source. The top score of the source; however, does not always mean the material will be used 
in practice. 
If we think in terms of our theoretical approach, the way people react to certain information is 
related to their social realities in the sense that our social realities function as eyeglasses with 
which we look at the world surrounding us. Each one of us has a different set of eyeglasses to 
look through; therefore our perceptions of various social phenomena will always be different. 
6  Critical Reflections 
The organization and processes of the focus groups generated very different responses. One 
relevant point was the language in which we chose to present the two sources was afterward 
                                                 
19  http://webcache.googleusercontent.com/search?q=cache:olmoKLhWPikJ:www.theory.org.uk/f-
essay1.htm+productive+power+foucault&cd=2&hl=en&ct=clnk 
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used a lot in the focus groups by the recipients. For instance, in focus group one and two, we 
mentioned the term ‘Chinese guru’ and this is the main way she was referred to throughout 
the session which is only a small part of who she is and what she represents. The structure of 
the interview may have also influenced the answers. Focus group one was more controlled, 
while focus group two went less in rotation and therefore produced more interaction between 
the members. This created more play off of each other and questioning each other, giving 
more varied results. Identities are influenced by others and the researcher-subject interaction, 
a ‘problem largely ignored by Laclau and Mouffe’ (Jørgensen & Phillips, 2002:22). We took 
this dilemma into consideration when analyzing. We recognized these influences and 
therefore did not view them as their own direct perceptions, but rather our influence as 
researchers in the process. 
That meat production has such a great influence on the environment and the idea that this 
information is virtually unknown, was an assumption presented very early in the project. This 
notion was confirmed by one informant verbally and by the others indirectly. The author of 
LLS also had this presumption that not many have been exposed to this information, although 
he was surprised about the response to LLS and how many did take notice. This could 
perhaps indicate that, as one informant said, this is information which should come from 
national campaigns or government initiatives in order to disseminate the information in 
trickle-down approach. 
Socio-cultural factors such as religion has an impact on the informants' social realities. This is 
not necessarily contingent on whether they are actively practicing their religion or not, but 
belonging to or living in a country of a national religion, in itself has some implications. 
Traditions from the religion are imbedded in their identity as part of cultural practices.  As 
stated earlier, our informants have very diverse social backgrounds, but are living in a Danish 
context; our informants are all originally from different countries with the exception of one 
who was born in Denmark but left at the age of nine. This means that if all informants were 
typically Danish, the answers might have been different; particularly, as some of them are 
from developing countries, and their national culture and customs most likely influenced their 
perception of the message in areas such as, how the west is viewed, or how common it is to 
include spiritual leaders in certain discourses. 
Focus group one mainly consisted of people over the age of 25 while focus group two 
included all under the age of 25.  The age factor might have some influence on the 
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informants’ responses due to life experience.  The above social factors may explain why the 
answers from the two focus groups were quite different. Informants in the focus group one 
seem to be more knowledgeable in the environment. One of the reasons behind that could be 
related to the social activities, and social status.  Some of the informants are in contact with 
the topic, because of their job, or studies. Others just seemed to be interested in the matter for 
personal reasons, such as previously being vegetarian or curiosity about the topic. 
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8 Appendix 1 
Transcription of Interview with author of Livestock’s Longshadow, Henning Interview 
Are the book Livestock’s Longshadow and the new publication (2010) Livestock and the 
Environment – Finding a Balance only found in the medium of the book?  
No, the new one is found in a hardcopy form and published in six different languages 
(English, French, Spanish, Arabic, Chinese and Russian.  
Fantastic! Have you ever thought about putting it out in different mediums to reach a 
bigger audience? 
Do you mean more languages? Or perhaps a video or other format that would be quick 
and easy to view as opposed to the 400 pages? There is a video clip available, on FAO’s 
website. If you go on FAO’s homepage, FAO.org ummm just checking the headline is exactly 
that, to a more sustainable livestock sector. And there is a video interview with Terry Raney 
the editor of the sustainable agriculture. Do you have the website in front of you? Yes, so this 
is for the new publication, is that right?  
Is the reason you made the video because there was not one done for Livestock’s Long 
shadow? 
Well, you know LLS was only done by a very small team here and with not many resources 
we have been able to just do a limited media event or no media event at all, at the time – we 
are talking about 3 years ago. And uhhhh so there was a press release but there wasn’t a press 
conference. So it had a different and a much lower form I would think. In the meantime, we 
have been able to translate LLS into Spanish and French. Those languages are also available 
and can be found on the website.  
Would you consider balance a sequel to LLS?  
Not really. The state of Food and Agriculture ...the publication by FAO that have different 
topics changing every year. And this time it happens to be about Livestock. Of course, it has 
to do with very intense public debate about the livestock sector, which I think is also evident 
from the report itself. LLS really focused only on the environment issues but, the new 
document, the one that has been released yesterday, looks at the social aspects, it looks at the 
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health aspects and it looks at the food security aspects which the LLS did not. 
So is it in a different series then? 
Yes, that’s right.  
Were the target audiences for the two publications, were they different or were the 
communication strategies different? 
Yes, as I said we are talking about the state of food and agriculture which is just different 
from the technical documents that we looked at the time of LLS. And uhh this is an official 
FAO report that has higher importance if you want, at least FAO infernally, but the LLS had a 
lot of media attention which I personally did not expect so we were kind of blown away by 
the attention to the subject at the time. And FAO itself, did not take this too seriously initially, 
it was only later on they woke up to the importance of what we had been discussing at the 
time it is such valuable information You are using it are you? Yes, I’m writing an article 
and doing some research for a Masters degree and I think the presentation of the data is 
fantastic and the information is so valuable and I’m very curious about the presentation 
of the data and how it could be communicated to a wider audience. How do you think 
that is possible? 
UGH well uhhh we don’t have much to offer you at this point, I can tell you that we have 
started to work on a sequel if you want, more directly targeted at the environmental issues 
and specifically also the climate change issue but then to be much more concrete in terms of 
offering solutions. So basically trying to identify the means in which the growing demand for 
livestock products could be met in a more sustainable way.  
How do you personally feel about the presentation of scientific data to the general 
public? Is it easier for people to pick up a larger document or would you prefer to have 
a different medium? 
Well, it is always very difficult, particularly when the subject is so complex like the one on 
LLS. So that is a big challenge. Particularly as a media person as a journalist, you know 
yourself, you talk about climate change and people think about carbon dioxide and smoke 
stacks and exhaust pipes of cars so that is difficult to get the message across. That food and 
agriculture have a lot to do with climate change and that is not really yet absorbed by the 
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public in most places I would say. Now of course, in Denmark and the whole Northern 
Europe, that area is much more conscious in that regard so it may be a little easier for you but 
globally speaking I don’t think there is much knowledge about that linkage in particular.  
And the best way to get this knowledge to the people?  
Well we need people like you. Who are able to translate the scientific information and data 
into something that is digestible by people who are reading newspapers or look at websites 
and usually  you have to put it onto a page or two pages at most and then try to condense the 
information also in a form and a language that can be easily understood. That is not really my 
job um but I understand the challenge. Of course what we can try to do is try to use easy 
language and try to put it as simple as possible but if you want to be technically and 
scientifically sound then very often you don’t have much of an alternative, you must be able 
to...you must use technical language too or otherwise you will not be precisely correct. 
I agree 100% and I know some have questioned the methodologies so how would you 
describe the validity of the documents, both LLS and the new one?   
Well, ugh I know that some of the facts and um passages contained in the LLS are 
contentious and I think that that has to do with the fact that there are strong interests, 
commercial interests from everywhere and not only livestock but of course you are looking at 
people who are making their living from this activity. And anything that is described as 
negative was criticism they don’t like and they challenge you. And what we have tried to do 
and that is where the methodology was different, is that we have tried to look at the entire 
value chain and food chain that we really went back to see you know what do we need to feed 
our animals so that they can give us meat and milk. And then you go and explore and you 
find that and flour and soybean is used and areas are being deforested to produce all of this 
feed so you go into the linkages of a certain activity or product and this is how we came up 
with our figures of 80% by looking at what goes into the animals, what is associated in land 
use and land use change what is the total area that is used? Is it degrading or not degrading 
and we have tried to attribute all of these different aspects to livestock. As was appropriate, so 
if the flour is used to feed the chicken, we have looked at what is produced, how much food 
is used what are the emissions associated with the feed production and the clearing of land. 
And uhhhh that is why our figure is or was at the time surprising to many. It is because we 
looked at the entire chain.  
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Using which form of measurement?   
Well we stick to the IPCC Guidelines at the time to ahh of how these various aspects are 
being described. We have only if you want, made decisions on what can be made efficient to 
the livestock sector and what harm is attributed to the livestock sector. So for making the 
estimates we have used IPCC Methodologies but the attribute is not the same because the 
attribution in the IPCC report is according to sectors. And these sectors like land changes in 
any culture, but anyone would agree that the most driver of land use change is deforestation if 
you want is agriculture so we looked at this as one complex so you find different categories, 
reported categories in IPCC because they don’t apply a um a chain approach, a food chain 
approach, they report by sectors. Now you look at fertilizer, fertilizer in IPCC is reported 
under industry. It is an industrial activity. How fertilizer is used, close to 100% of fertilizer is 
used in agriculture, yet it is not reported under agriculture. The use of machinery tractors or 
harvesters and so on is maybe used reported under industry or energy sectors in IPCC and we 
have attributed that to agriculture. Or rather to livestock in this particular case. So we have 
different ways of presenting the results but the initial destination of emission tractors is the 
same as for IPCC.  
When you create your publications, are they created alongside a specific communication 
strategy? 
Yah, but that is not my area but of course FAO has a division that works specific outlets and 
contacts trying to launch these various messages and press statements any way that it reaches 
a large audience. The challenge here is that we look at the entire world. We do not target a 
specific market, like Denmark, but we are looking at, how do we get this message across 
globally. This is a bit of a challenge because of the different languages, because of the 
different topics that are important and what is part of the public debate in various countries 
and not everything is interesting to every country or every citizen in every country. So uh you 
can easily imagine that this is a major task.  
Well, congratulations, this is fantastic work that you are doing. Do you think it is 
possible to have your email contact?  
Yes of course, Henning is a Danish name, or it is used in Denmark quite a lot (gives email). 
I really appreciate your time and I hope when I am in Rome, I hope that I can come and 
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meet you.  
You are welcome 
Have a great day and good luck with the publication unless there is anything else you 
wanted to add? 
Ok, no that is fine, thanks a lot 
Bye Bye 
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9 Appendix 2 
Summary of LLS. 
WATER:  
- Livestock accounts for more than 8% of global human water use 
- Livestock is probably the largest source of water pollution principally animal wastes, 
antibiotics, hormones, chemicals from tanneries, fertilizers and pesticides used for feed crops, 
and sediments from eroded pastures. 
- In the US alone, livestock is responsible for an estimated 55% of erosion and sediment, 33% 
of pesticide use, and 50% of antibiotic use. 
LAND:  
- Livestock production accounts for 70% of all agriculture land and 30% of the land surface 
on the planet 
- 70% of previous forested land in the Amazon is used as pastures (i.e. livestock is the biggest 
contributor to Amazon deforestation) 
- About 70 percent of all grazing land in dry areas is considered degraded, mostly because of 
overgrazing, compaction and erosion attributable to livestock activity. 
ENVIRONMENT AND CLIMATE: 
-Livestock is responsible for 18% of greenhouse gas emissions (higher than transportation) 
- Livestock emits 37% of anthropogenic (resulting from human activity) methane, which has 
23 times the global warming potential (GWP) of CO2 
- Livestock emits 65% of anthropogenic nitrous oxide (mainly from manure), which has 296 
times the GWP of CO2 
- Livestock emits nine percent of anthropogenic carbon dioxide emissions, most of it due to 
expansion of pastures 
- Livestock is responsible for 64% of anthropogenic ammonia emissions, which contribute 
significantly to acid rain and acidification of ecosystems. 
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BIODIVERSITY: 
- Livestock now accounts for 20% of the total animal biomass, and 30% of the earth’s 
livestock occupied land surface was once habitat for wildlife 
- Livestock may be the leading player in the reduction of biodiversity (due to deforestation), 
as well as one of the leading drivers of land degradation, pollution, climate change, 
overfishing, sedimentation of coastal areas and facilitation of invasions by alien species. 
METHODOLOGY: 
Some, many from the cattle industry, have criticized the methodology used for LLS. A new 
type of measurement for greenhouse gases was used in LLS that considered the entire 
commodity chain: 
‘Scientists usually tie their estimates of the greenhouse gas emissions responsible for global 
warming to sources such as land use changes, agriculture (including livestock) and 
transportation. The authors of Livestock’s long shadow took a different approach, aggregating 
emissions throughout the livestock commodity chain - from feed production (which includes 
chemical fertilizer production, deforestation for pasture and feed crops, and pasture 
degradation), through animal production (including enteric fermentation and nitrous oxide 
emissions from manure) to the carbon dioxide emitted during processing and transportation 
of animal products.’20 
SOLUTIONS: 
The FAO report recommends a range of measures to mitigate livestock's threats to the 
environment:  
Land degradation: Restore damaged land through soil conservation, silvopastoralism, better 
management of grazing systems and protection of sensitive areas.  
Greenhouse gas emissions: Sustainable intensification of livestock and feed crop production 
to reduce carbon dioxide emissions from deforestation and pasture degradation, improved 
animal nutrition and manure management to cut methane and nitrogen emissions.  
Water pollution: Better management of animal waste in industrial production units, better 
                                                 
20  Ibid 
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diets to improve nutrient absorption, improved manure management and better use of 
processed manure on croplands.  
Biodiversity loss: As well as implementing the measures above, improve protection of wild 
areas, maintain connectivity among protected areas, and integrate livestock production and 
producers into landscape management.21 
Part of the solution is ‘to halve impacts per unit of output to achieve a mere status quo in 
overall impact’ (LLS, 2006: Preface). 
                                                 
21  Ibid 
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11 Appendix 4 
Focus group1 Informant 1 
Interview Guide 
This Focus group is designed to get your feedback on meat production/consumption 
presented in both a book and video from two different sources. All information will remain 
anonymous and confidential. 
Respondent Information: Gender: 
  ҏMale 
  ҏFemale  
Age: 46 
Occupation: IT-support /lecture Monthly Income: 43,000 
Residence: 
  ҏAlone  
  ҏLive with parents  
  ҏRoommates  
  ҏDorm 
Who Cooks at Home: me/mother 
Nationality (Country of Birth): Danish  
Ethnic Background (Family Roots): Danish  
Religious Beliefs: 
  ҏChristian            ҏMuslim  
  ҏHindu                ҏBuddhist  
  ҏOther                 ҏNon-religious/Atheist 
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Focus group1  Informant 2 
Interview Guide 
This Focus group is designed to get your feedback on meat production/consumption 
presented in both a book and video from two different sources. All information will remain 
anonymous and confidential. 
Respondent Information: Gender: 
  ҏMale 
  ҏFemale  
Age: 39 
Occupation: Student Monthly Income: Approx. 20,000DKK 
Residence: 
  ҏAlone  
  ҏLive with parents  
  ҏRoommates  
  ҏDorm 
Who Cooks at Home: all roommate(s) 
Nationality (Country of Birth): Kenya  
Ethnic Background (Family Roots): Kisii  
Religious Beliefs: 
  ҏChristian  
  ҏMuslim  
  ҏHindu  
  ҏBuddhist  
  ҏOther 
  ҏNon-religious/Atheist 
Focus group1  Informant 3 
Interview Guide 
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This Focus group is designed to get your feedback on meat production/consumption 
presented in both a book and video from two different sources. All information will remain 
anonymous and confidential. 
Respondent Information: Gender: 
  ҏMale 
  ҏFemale  
Age: 27 
Occupation: student Monthly Income: DKK 5000 
Residence: 
  ҏAlone  
  ҏLive with parents  
  ҏRoommates  
  ҏDorm 
Who Cooks at Home: me 
Nationality (Country of Birth): Zambian  
Ethnic Background (Family Roots): Lozi  
Religious Beliefs: 
  ҏChristian  
  ҏMuslim  
  ҏHindu  
  ҏBuddhist  
  ҏOther 
  ҏNon-religious/Atheist 
Focus group1 Informant 4 
Interview Guide 
This Focus group is designed to get your feedback on meat production/consumption 
presented in both a book and video from two different sources. All information will remain 
anonymous and confidential. 
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Respondent Information: Gender: 
  ҏMale 
  ҏFemale  
Age: 34 
Occupation: senior business consultant Monthly Income: DKK 46,300 
Residence: 
  ҏAlone  
  ҏLive with parents  
  ҏRoommates  
  ҏDorm 
Who Cooks at Home: me 
Nationality (Country of Birth): Malaysia 
Ethnic Background (Family Roots): Asian  
Religious Beliefs: 
  ҏChristian  
  ҏMuslim  
  ҏHindu  
  ҏBuddhist  
  ҏOther 
  ҏNon-religious/Atheist 
Focus group 2 Informant 1 
Interview Guide 
This Focus group is designed to get your feedback on meat production/consumption 
presented in both a book and video from two different sources. All information will remain 
anonymous and confidential. 
Respondent Information: Gender: 
  ҏMale 
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  ҏFemale  
Age: 24 
Occupation: student  Monthly Income: ______ 
Residence: 
  ҏAlone  
  ҏLive with parents  
  ҏRoommates  
  ҏDorm 
Who Cooks at Home: I cook at home 
Nationality (Country of Birth): German  
Ethnic Background (Family Roots): German  
Religious Beliefs: 
  ҏChristian  
  ҏMuslim  
  ҏHindu  
  ҏBuddhist  
  ҏOther 
  ҏNon-religious/Atheist 
Focus group 2 Informant 2 
Interview Guide 
This Focus group is designed to get your feedback on meat production/consumption 
presented in both a book and video from two different sources. All information will remain 
anonymous and confidential. 
Respondent Information: Gender: 
  ҏMale 
  ҏFemale  
Age: 25 
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Occupation: student Monthly Income: ______ 
Residence: 
  ҏAlone  
  ҏLive with parents  
  ҏRoommates  
  ҏDorm 
Who Cooks at Home: Me 
Nationality (Country of Birth): Danish  
Ethnic Background (Family Roots): Korean  
Religious Beliefs: 
  ҏChristian  
  ҏMuslim  
  ҏHindu  
  ҏBuddhist  
  ҏOther 
  ҏNon-religious/Atheist 
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Focus group 2 Informant 3 
Interview Guide 
This Focus group is designed to get your feedback on meat production/consumption 
presented in both a book and video from two different sources. All information will remain 
anonymous and confidential. 
Respondent Information: Gender: 
  ҏMale 
  ҏFemale  
Age: 23 
Occupation: student Monthly Income: ______ 
Residence: 
  ҏAlone  
  ҏLive with parents  
  ҏRoommates  
  ҏDorm 
Who Cooks at Home: Me 
Nationality (Country of Birth): Spanish  
Ethnic Background (Family Roots): Caucasian  
Religious Beliefs: 
  ҏChristian  
  ҏMuslim  
  ҏHindu  
  ҏBuddhist  
  ҏOther 
  ҏNon-religious/Atheist 
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12 Appendix 5 
Focus group 1 
1 What do you know about it? 
Inf.1: not very much I know that beef is particularly un-environmental; I’ve stopped eating it 
for that reason. 
Inf.2: the connection between meat consumption and environment, from the articles I have 
read, is that the animals, once they have been slaughtered ,the amount of carbon, that you 
know, the bio-product meat is so much for the environment, and again, I found that initially, 
before human, the environment, we found that ecosystem was able to take care of itself, 
because animals like cows emit  so much carbon, even when they are living because of the 
green grass they eat, but then the  ecosystem was so good surfaced , it could be able to, the 
forest that were there would be able to capture that carbon again back into the system, so it 
does not have an effect on that. 
Inf.3: meat production  and its effects on the product, i don't know, I just want to  achieve 
here breeding animals only this and that, and that has effect on the, on land that is available 
for other ventures, so that's made of idea like this cursy of land infiltrating, especially in 
Africa, where we come from, and the urban areas are growing,(1.45) is getting rare and rare, 
so it’s very difficult to compete, housing projects, crisniland (?), and other major projects, 
like fund rise, production and so forth. 
Inf.4: I do not know so much but I think it has how will affect the environment would be, the 
process itself, raising the cow and I don't know, the electricity use in the slaughter house and 
so on, that would how affect the consumption, the environment side../ 
2 What do you know about the UN agency, the food and agriculture organization, FAO 
? 
Inf.1:  nothing, I have never heard of it before. 
Inf.2: FAO, what I know about FAO is that  they are going out to look for food and give to 
those guys who are dying out there or something like that, they are interested in thing, you 
know  improve the agricultural production, something like that not about the environment. 
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Inf.3: I think it is, I just agree with what John is saying, the FAO is not very much involved in 
environmental issues, but just the food security, which is very important. 
Inf.4: never heard of it. 
3 What do you think about the environmental problems that we are faced with today? 
Inf.1: I think they are really important actually, I think thankfully we are finally getting to the 
point where its becoming a mainstream thing. So that is good, but I feel that basically it is 
little too late. But I think it is a really good thing, very important, it is what we need to focus 
on. 
Inf.2: environmental problems, they are real, they are huge, and I think according to my 
knowledge, I don't foresee the situation where we are both contain , it might get out of hand if 
people take responsibility within, don't look that they will, soon. 
Inf.3:I think it just come too late, now. We have overwhelming challenges, related to 
environment, and its really difficult to tackle and within the nearest foreseeable time, don't 
need just to be patient to address, as it stands now... 
Inf.4: it’s very serious, and its quite difficult to control now, because a lot people they don’t 
wanna be or take the responsibility for the environment, and the air quality is very bad, 
except Denmark, maybe it’s a little bit better, but otherwise if you go to Asia it is so bad, you 
can't even breath, and there's always some health problems associated with the pollution.  
4 To what degree do you think a single person, house- hold can make difference when 
we speak about the environmental issues? 
Inf.1: a very big one actually, if everyone were to do something about their global footprint,  
or their ecological footprint, or whatever it is called, that could actually solve a lot, a whole 
lot,  not just by actually what you do yourself, but also perhaps by getting your friends, and 
neighbours and family to forward your example. 
Inf.2: I believe as an individual, that it’s the new cliff from where we should start, as an 
individual, because even you, your pattern of behaviour, you be able to grow out to other 
people, from what they see you do, you can study it at your own point and the need, it moves 
out    
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Inf.3: I think it was that advance that establish automan in their life, they living very well,  
they have car, I think they should reduce on the emissions, they can control the kind of 
vehicles they buy, usage of the electro appliances, to give room, although that's to have ….for 
fossil fuel, because those need....  to go up, because they are under developed, they don't have 
electricity at home, they don't even have transport, and so, for them there's no need to reduce, 
but for them, if they want to develop, those people who are developed, should give room for 
those to develop,  and then we just, if everybody goes up and becomes careless, I mean that's 
what debate happening between China and US , they should allow developing countries to 
develop, but I mean appetites for the fossil fuel, those who are developed, should reduce to 
create equilibrium, 
Inf.4: I think I tend to agree, its very important for individual to be aware of the pollution and 
the environmental issues, you can start very easy, just by recycling bottles and it could be 
very easy, you don't have to start big... 
5 What is your view point on vegetarianism? 
Inf.1: I actually used to be a vegetarian, the only reason I stop is I do not think me being a 
vegetarian is going to move any great, it’s not gonna accomplish any great feet, I think I am 
better of supporting the production of properly treated livestock,  I think by supporting the 
whole concept of  treating or food, reasonably, I can get people, I can get those around me to 
join that band wagon , but I cannot get them to become vegetarian, that's just never going to 
happen, I think you need to, these things are only ever gonna work only if we become really 
main stream, and if you this strange   vegetarian that's not really gonna get anywhere, but if 
you can get everybody else to at least start buying the organic and well- treated animals. Then 
we are there. 
Inf.2: I am a Christian, as I noted there, and I believe in the bible, and the bible tells me that 
in creation god give me fruits, not even vegetables, fruits to eat, (laugh)… and because I 
became adamant, he added vegetables into the crock pot, and from a medical stand point, 
carpooled with Christianity,  most of the diseases, a lifestyle, and most of the diseases 
originate from blood, that we are seeing now, so I believe vegetarian should be the way.  
Inf.3: yeah, I feel like John, that if one.... issue is being a vegetarian, you have a healthy life 
style, but with the... environmental challenges I think not being a vegetarian has little impact, 
on the environment, It contributes, but it's identity for overall picture of climate, global, 
 
 
68
environmental challenges, that is how very very negative, so I wouldn't put an emphasis, I 
myself I do not put an emphasis on being a vegetarian, that you going to help in mitigating 
the environmental challenges,  that's how right now , but I support that if it is for health 
reasons. Those two things are different.  
Inf.4: I think I...to the view of ...I think its just lifestyle. I used to be a vegetarian, but then I 
had some problems with, health problems, so I had to stop being a vegetarian, I had 
anaemia....but I think as long as you,  I mean, you know there's still a lot of civilized way of 
treating animals, buying organic meat, make sure that animals are been treated correctly, 
(Inf.1: and I'm also a bit species, I prefer to eat the less intelligent species, I know, I know, 
everybody  laughs at that, but that's what I do, that's why I try to avoid pork, because they the 
most intelligent, beef is no good because well, CO2 emissions, and that leaves fish and 
poultry kind of thing, maybe some lam) 
6 How many times a week do you eat meat? 
Inf.1: one maybe two (3 or 4 including fish) 
Inf.2: I used to, in our days I can't even, maybe once in a month, nowadays   
Inf.3: I eat meat almost every day, cause I'm a meat eater,  
Inf.4: 3 to 4 times a week 
7 Have you ever tried to live without eating meat, if yes, how long, why? If no, would 
you like to try in a short period, and what do you think are the consequence of eating 
less meat would be?  
Inf.1: I think, how long was I vegetarian years, I think the consequence of not eating meat are 
actually that it is better for the environment, and obviously it is better for the animals that I'm 
not also buying meat from the supermarket etc. which is good 
Inf.2: yeah, I believe, as I said earlier, first to my health, it is good for my health if I don’t eat 
that meat, secondly, I really don’t contribute too much, because if I clear the market, for the 
meat,  of course more animals will be slaughtered, even my one appetite, one mouth, reduces 
something in carbon  dioxide,   
Inf.3: We have tried several times to reduce on our meat consumption, at house-hold, but, I 
 
 
69
think when I say I eat meat everyday, maybe just like overstatement, sometimes I can eat egg, 
I can eat fish, but almost every other meal at least something meatish, quantities reducing, by 
the day, I think I've try, and my aim is to become a vegetarian at one time or the other for 
health reasons.  
Inf.4: I was vegetarian before, more than 20 years, but then you know I had like crucial 
anaemia, so the doctors say, that you have to eat meat, cause apparently iron tablets was no 
help...   
8 Which part of the message is valuable to you in the book/video? 
I#1 The emphasis of the sheer magnitude of the problem was surprising and the most 
important, I was not aware it was this huge. 
I#2 That this information is so valuable and not made known or presented enough. For 
example at COP 15, there was not enough emphasis put on this topic from the politicians. It is 
a hidden piece of knowledge that should be made known in the best way possible. 
I#3 I was not aware of this. It is worth a serious consideration. Huge numbers of resources 
could be changed by eating more vegetarian. The UN being the source has changed my mind 
about this topic. At COP 15 I also received this video, but after 2 seconds I turned it off. I 
thought it was propaganda. After seeing it today together with the source of the book, I will 
watch it again and reconsider my habits. 
I#4 Surprisingly significant. But it is not only eating less meat that will save the planet. 
Everything is significant. Shoes and other products you buy....plastics... 
9. Which medium, the video or the book do you feel presents the message in the most 
effectively and why?  
I#1Book. It was very succinct and the source was unexpected. I did not realize the size of the 
problem I mean with the erosion, and the wide reach of it all... 
I#2 Book. Scientifically quotable and a good source. Brings up issues that need to be 
addressed. The video is more for being aware of animals and chemical production. 
I#3Video and book. The language is harder in the book, but you can almost see through the 
scientific language, I mean they also explain things. 
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I#4 Video was more for street (everyday) people the book is for academics. 
10. Regarding the presentation of the data, name a few positive and negative points 
about both mediums. What is your opinion about two different ways of communicating 
the information?  
I#1 The positive about the book is that it is serious science. It takes time to read but it is a 
perfect reference book with a good source. But how can one know about it? The video seems 
to be general knowledge. The video brought out many emotions and was depressing but good 
for the general public to get the message. People might get scared of the book.  
I#2 The book is voluminous while the video was boring and with too much propaganda. 
I#3 The book seems like it is for scholars and the language is not easy. The video was 
encouraging and showed solutions, more dynamic and with movement. 
I#4I like to read but if I wanted to know about this subject I would like video form because I 
am a busy person and want to get information quickly so I can make a decision. 
11. What is your perception of the sources i.e. FAO and the Chinese spiritual guru?  
I#1 UN has more pull with me. 
I#2 The serious of FAO was appreciated and the video seemed bias, wanting to encourage 
vegetarianism. FAO is fact, even though the video uses some of the facts from the UN 
statistics. 
I#3Yeah I agree that the video is bias. FAO has done some pretty through research and come 
seem neutral, just want to present facts. I just want the facts and then make a decision 
afterwards. 
I#4 You can’t really argue with these statistics and the way it is presented. They must be 
responsible as a UN agency or at least be able to justify their decisions in a professional way. 
12. Do you think the information that you just received/saw will affect your daily life? 
Does it encourage you to consider changing your eating habits to some degree?  
I#1 Very much. I was very impacted and I will be sharing this information with others. This 
has given me a renewed desire to go back to eating less meat and contribute in my way… 
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I#2The video was so valuable to me that I became a vegetarian after seeing it. I want to be an 
example to the people around me. The best way to get this message out to as many people as 
possible is to be that yourself and be knowledgeable yourself. Spread the word by word of 
mouth. 
I#3 I work with climate change and am writing a thesis on the topic so I will definitely use 
this argument to support certain points in my work. It is impossible to just ignore – the 
images were too powerful and the UN data very real and specific –this is also extremely 
timely with it only being a few years old. 
I#4 Well, like I said I don’t believe it is just one thing that solves the problem, but I do 
believe eating more chicken and fish is better than too much beef and this is what I will do 
more of in future. 
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13 Appendix 6 
Focus group 2. 
1.What do you know about meet production and its affect on the environment? Or how 
much? 
Inf.1: Not a lot 
Inf.3: not much 
2.Have you heard anything? 
Inf.3: not really 
Inf.1: yeah, of course people are talking about it, but I don't know that much about it.  
3.Haven't you heard about it at all? 
Inf. 2: We have very little knowledge about that topic. 
4.Ok. Do you know about UN agency Food and Agriculture Organization? 
Inf.3: No 
Inf.2: No 
5. What do you think about the environmental problems that we are faced with today? 
Like global warming and ice melting, temperature increasing... 
Inf.1: it seems far away from us...unfortunately.. 
Inf.3: we think maybe its not like our problem or kind of like that.. we don't really care I 
think about that, unless, although we know that its getting a big problem...or that they say its 
starting to be a big problem. 
6. So to what degree you think a single person or house-stand can make a difference 
when we speak about environmental issues? Can you or your family make a difference? 
And how much you think it depends on you? 
Inf.1: I think we all should be aware of, like saving the environment, or  thinking, being 
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aware of that every single one of us can make a difference if we like stand together...I mean I 
see that every day that I try to make a difference, and some people around me are just saying, 
I don't care, that won't make a difference, but I think it does, if its only for like my own sake, 
but I think it makes a difference if we all are more aware of it.. 
Inf.2: I agree, also, one person of course or one house-hold can not change a whole lot of 
issues, but   
if we get some way to stand together, it will probably have a much bigger impact. 
7. What do you think about vegetarianism? 
Inf.1: I think that its a personal choice, and I think that vegetarians have different reasons for 
being vegetarian. I mean, some just don't like meat, some are doing for the sake of animals, 
some are doing for the sake of the environment. I think its ok, I wouldn't ,  I wouldn't do 
that... 
Inf.3: yeah,  
Inf.1: would you? (to the other informants)  
Inf.2: we don't have any vegetarians here... 
Inf.1: no  
Inf.2: I'm not at least... 
Inf.3: no, me neither. I respect vegetarianism, but I'm not vegetarian. 
8. How many times do you eat meat, like in average week? 
Inf.2: a lot 
Inf.1: almost every day 
Inf.3: yeah 
Inf.1: probably every day 
Inf.2: meat or chicken or something like that.. 
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9. Have you tried not eating meat, or eating less? 
Inf.2: yeah 
Inf.1: yeah 
10. And how long was it and for what reasons? If you can remember... 
Inf.1: I tried maybe for a year, when I was younger, I tried not to eat...what was it...what it 
called hakkedkod, (Interviewer: minced meat), yeah, exactly, cause I didn't like it, but 
actually now its one of my favourites.. but I tried at that time...when I was living by myself I 
didn't eat meat every day, but now when I'm living with my boyfriend I, we eat meat every 
day and he needs that, yeah... 
Inf.2: when I was living by myself I didn't eat meat, because I'm not cooking myself, so I ate 
sushi, pica,   
Inf.1: and now? 
Inf.2: and now I eat, yeah, meat or chicken, almost every day... 
Inf.1: is meat also chicken? 
Inf.2: no. is it? 
Inf.3: yeah 
Inf.1: and fish? 
Inf.3: no 
Interviewer: it is, maybe, but its not exactly the same 
Inf.1: no 
Inf.3: yeah 
11. Any other thoughts, in general about the environment and eating habits, and 
anything? 
Inf.1: no 
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Inf.3: no  
Showing video 
12.Which part of the message do you think is more valuable , the one that affected you 
the most? 
Inf.1: I think the pictures...effect me most...the things they were saying, and the music was 
really...I know was... I mean, they can tell whatever, but I mean the pictures show me, 
something that I can see and I believe... 
Inf.2: I found, I thought it was interesting with the figures, that this can effect this and this... 
Inf.3: yeah.., the huge rates of all the consumers, of carbon dioxide and all that, and direct 
relation that they have  
Inf.1: I mean also, all of these numbers they naming, I mean, if you want one pound of meat, 
you spend that much water and bla bla bla, I mean that, its just numbers, but of course they 
effect you in the way, but you don;t know if they true or not, I mean, they can tell you 
whatever.. kind of   
13. Which medium do you think, video or the book, presents the message most 
affectively and  why? 
Inf.2: we haven't really read the book of course... 
Inf.1: I think it depends on how interested you are in the topic I mean, I think the book, I 
guess the book is more detailed and is more specific in a way, and also sometimes the book is 
more reliable or feels more reliable for the one who is reading it or watching the movie, the 
book feels more like the real stuff.    
Inf.2: yeah, but still they can communicate a lot with yeah.., its the powerful medium, so 
you..this..the video, they can create some messages that the book can not create 
Inf.3: yeah.. I think the video has more power, because can get to more people and people 
maybe don't have like some weeks to read the book or they not so interested in that, and half 
an hour or one hour that you can be in the house, like relax, you can just take a general idea.. 
Inf.2: but if you really interested in the topic, you should probably read the book, it has some 
 
 
76
sources, also that it feels a bit more reliable, but still the video was  also quite reliable... 
14. So, perception of the sources, food and agricultural organization and chinese 
spiritual guru, it is very different sources, what do you think about that? 
Inf.1: yeah, I think its confusing, that you tell us that its  a chinese guru who is making the 
video and distributing the video, and then watching this kind of serious video and also.. I 
mean, there was a lot of people talking and a lot of  influential people talking about this topic 
I guess, I mean it seems actually influential people and then the chinese guru, I think its kind 
of weird, that mix..yeah..I don't understand what chinese guru wants to do in this video... 
Inf.2: where he fits in, or she fits in...   
Inf.1: where is she in this...  
(Bo explains that the video is much longer that it was showed and that the guru comes latter)  
Inf.1: maybe just the word 'guru' doesn't really fit  in environmental problems in general 
Inf.2: we expect some scientists or some valid sources … 
15. Do you think information that you just saw would affect your life, will have some 
affect on you? 
Inf.3: I think that now and maybe someday from now, we feel like a bit bad consuming and 
all that, but I think that then because everybody eats meat and all that, we are gonna  still be 
eating meat, I think its more like an educational and something that you must heard so many 
times, so you just start thinking about, more then watching a video, you see that you are 
entertaining yourself and then you say ok, and you just forget it.  
Inf.2: its difficult to change peoples behaviour, I would say from the video, its, if you wanna 
change a behaviour is has to also, come from yourself, you have to really be motivated about 
it yourself and  I would say from watching this video its not, of course it starts some kind of 
reflections and its interesting, but I'm not gonna stop eating meat...at least not the next couple 
of month..   
Inf.1: I think its difficult, cause normally I would like to stop eating meat  after watching this 
video, and stuff, but I think when it comes to reality, when it comes to like preparing dinner, I 
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wouldn't like.. a..how do you say...to stop eating meat, I would still, I think I would still eat 
meat... 
Inf.2: its also a lifestyle..eating meat.. 
Inf.1: yeah..it is, its a routine in a way as well 
Inf.2: in your everyday life you're used to it, and if you have to go on to some alternative 
ways what are you eating...then you have to use a lot of time and effort to find out and plan 
Inf.1: yeah, exactly..find recipes and stuff...yeah you need to change you lifestyle in a way, 
you need to change your routines...and that's difficult, I think that needs more time than two 
and a half hours of video.... 
Inf.3: yeah, also if you, like the normal thing is people eating meat and normally 
vegetarianism are like kind of a strange, or not so many people, so you just go with the 
normal way, I think … 
Inf.1: I don't know, if.., that's not why I'm eating meat. Are you eating meat because others 
are eating meat?  
Inf.3: no, but maybe I don't think about being vegetarian if I go out and all my friends are in, 
I have to tell them, ok I have to go to another restaurant or whatever, because I am 
vegetarian... 
Inf.2: so if your friends were vegetarians... 
Inf.3: or my family..or just you have to make a menu for me... 
Inf.2: would you think about it if your fiends were.. and your family were all vegetarians … 
Inf.3: than I would be a vegetarian, maybe...    
Inf.1: do you think so? Don't you like eating meat as well? 
Inf.3: its easier...yeah but its easier if you are same everyday and all that, but now I don't 
know really to make a lot of dishes, vegetarian dishes, so I just  
Inf.1: so just leave the meat out...  
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Inf.3: no no no, I'm not saying that I can;t, maybe reduce, maybe...but I think, when I think 
about cooking, always think about something and meat, just whatever and you put meat, so 
without meat you like missing something.. 
Inf.1: I think vegetarians wouldn't agree with that, 
Inf.2: there is actually a new lifestyle, where its some kind of vegetarianism, I read it in the 
paper the other day, that its, they don't cook food, they cook it until 42 degrees and then it 
should be very healthy and... 
Inf.1: I think its a lifestyle change, it should be... 
16 But would you say that you would consider changing your eating habits to some 
degree? 
Inf.1: yeah, I liked the idea in the video about like ok what would happen if all, everyone in 
the UK would change, would not eat meat 7 days a week and 6 days, bla bla, I mean I would 
like, I think it would be a good idea like to start, like having one day a week without meat, 
like try, and than you could also be creative and try some vegetarian dishes or...its not that 
you only have to eat vegetables, I mean, there is a lot of other things to eat, so I think I would 
consider that, don't promise anything... no, but I think its also about being creative, I think 
sometimes, if you like meat, and you think there's nothing else than meat and food, you 
should just try and look at other things, yeah  
Inf.3: if we been all our life eating meat, we are not thinking why should I stop eating, so this 
is ways just eat meat, but maybe its not too difficult to eat like 1, 2, or 3 days no meat, that is 
more possible, I mean that is a first step to eating less and less and less... 
Inf.2: but I actually wasn't aware that, what figures tell us, that it has, that eating meat has this 
big of an impact, I thought.. yeah 
Inf.1: not at all, I also thought about other things, like saving electricity and water, and I 
never thought about like, that producing meat takes so much effort or water and  CO2 and 
stuff... 
Inf.3: at the beginning I was going to ask you, but I feel like maybe embarrassing, because I 
didn't know anything about that, I was going to ask you what is the relation...because I think 
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the people don't know like the consequences, I would never think about that... 
Inf.1: no, and also when you eating meat you don't think about like, ok they have some 
transport, than they have like, the food for the animals, and then like taking care of them, I 
mean that is like, ok how much  does this cow drink of water, but its also all the other stuff as 
well. I think its surprising... 
Inf.3: I think now, in our days, the people know more the cruelty part and not wearing fur 
campaigns than all these, meat related with the water and all that... 
Inf.2: yeah, I probably wouldn't change my lifestyle of not eating meat because I think eating 
animals is very cruel, but maybe more save the environment in general... 
Inf.1: so you think you would stop eating meat because of the environment rather then 
because of the animals?  
Inf.2: yeah... 
Inf.1: yeah, I would do the same. I mean, yeah of course they kill animals, they will always 
do that, but changing the environment that's another thing here.  
Inf.2: also for the future kids..., but its still so far away... I would say, its still, it doesn't have 
this direct impact on us right now, so its just, but we are the generation who has to change it 
… 
Inf.3: yeah, you just see it through the screen or news and newspaper, and you can not see 
like in real life, you only hear about that.. 
Inf.2: its in the future, and they say its five years, and then say its ten years, and then its 
twenty... 
17. So you would say that there is a lack of information? 
Inf.3: yeah, of course  
Inf.1: no, I wouldn't say that, because they talking so much about the environment, also after, 
especially after, the aften(evening) before the COP15 conference. I mean, there was only in 
german talking in the news, I would say there is a lot of information.. 
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Inf.3: yeah, but related to the meat, I have never heard.. 
Inf.1: with the meat? I've heard that, yeah I do hear that, I have heard that couple of times  
Inf.2: I don't think there is lack of information, its enough information out there, its just if you 
to investigate it you can do it.. 
Inf.1: I would say its a lack of interest, from my side. I..we all should be more interested in be 
better informed and know what actually does our lifestyle for kids we are gonna get someday, 
so I think maybe it is our responsibility to also find out it ourselves, but I still think there is 
enough information.  
18. Do you find this information valuable both from the video and the book?  
Inf.3: yeah 
Inf.1: yeah, definitely...as point of departure for the reflection I think its valuable, but I still 
have a problem with this video and  they showing us a lot of figure and a lot of numbers and 
a lot of important people talking and you don;t know if that's right or wrong or I mean, what 
does all those numbers mean... 
19 Can you name some positive and negative points about both mediums, book and the 
video? 
Inf.3: maybe the book you have to buy maybe, 
Inf.1: you really have to be interested in the topic if you wanna read the book, I mean it really 
looks kind of theoretical and dry maybe, and the video, yeah, for me negative thing would be 
as I just mentioned that I don;t know if they tell me bullshit or not, I mean, I think it is more 
reliable when reading the book. 
Inf.2: maybe it’s because we are academic students, maybe some other people would say that 
it had the same reliability, because of course it’s difficult to investigate the figures afterwards, 
who should, how we should do that, but then you can turn to the book, if you are interested. 
Inf.1: yeah, I think probably it is because we are like RUC and really critical and we are like 
raised to be critical and read the books and stuff   
20 Did you received the information positively or negatively and why? 
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Inf.3: I think positively, maybe the part of living with animals, in a happy and perfect life is 
kind of  not really good for me, my point of view, but the rest is really good, when you see 
the numbers in big letters and all that 
Inf.2: I thought it was a little bit of both, because it is not that good that in five years if the 
figures are right that everything will disappear, but what is positive about it is that we have, at 
least they claim we have ability to change some things ourselves. 
Inf.1: I think it was really different in the video, like in one scene there was like really 
negative pictures, and really, from catastrophes all over the world and the was like really bad 
pictures, and  I mean then like next scene was like lady talking what we are suppose to do and 
like ok, the funny, like happy music in the background, like ok, now she has a solution, ok, I 
just have to do five steps, then the world is saved, I mean, I think it was like, hej, we are 
doing bad things now , but we have the solution, we can tell you, ok you just have to, like 
there was I don't know, a doctor  saying that, we just don't have to eat meat, right, I mean, ok 
that's is not the only solution, I mean, ok, we would save a lot of CO2 and bla bla, but I don't 
think it can be the only solution in saving the world, just everybody not eating meat any 
more. That's how it was shown, kind of.. 
Inf.2: and whether it will work in real life...  
Inf.1: yeah, but I mean, you can't tell people not to eat meat, I mean, you need to like, make 
them reflect, you need to make people reflect on it, like change their behaviour and its a good 
starting point with this educational kind of video, but... 
Inf.2: its never good to tell people something, a message directly, don't eat meat, but of course 
they will reflect on that message. Yeah, they do it directly,  maybe they should have 
communicated so that we, in our heads, get the message, don't eat meat, instead of telling us 
directly. 
Inf.1: also because they make us kind of feel bad about like eating meat... 
Inf.2: you are a killers, you killing animals, you should live peacefully with the environment, 
Inf.1:yeah, kind of, you eat meat now, yeah, kiss the cow and sleep besides the pig and stuff, I 
mean, this is like pictures, that is like... 
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Inf.2; that is very far from our world of.., also at RUC,[] maybe farmers, they won't even do 
that, 
Inf.1: no, probably not 
Inf.2: they need to slaughter the pigs, to get some food and money  
21. Would you spread the message to you friends or people around you? 
Inf.2: yeah, I actually thought it was nice little video, I would definitely tell my parents at 
least, and make them reflect, and talk about it 
Inf.1: yeah, I thought the same, I would talk to my boyfriend, I don;t know like, what about 
like one day a week, what about ..what do you think, I mean, I know what he answers, but I 
can tell him that I saw the video, [...] but it's not only because ,I mean, of CO2, and the 
environment, the meat is also the most expensive thing we're buying, we could also save a lot 
of money … 
Inf.2: didn't they also talk about that, lowering the prices on the vegetables and fruit? 
Inf.1: yeah, they did,  
Inf.2: that should definitely be, but that is a governmental issue, and they have also talked 
about it in Denmark, that they should lower the prices, it would also be helpful, 
Inf.1: definitely, cause meat is expensive, but vegetables are also expensive.[...] I would tell 
my boyfriend, how about you? 
Inf.3: yeah, I think yeah, my friends, 
[...]   
Inf.1: I think it is interesting, and also because I never reflected on it, I have to admit, not that 
way, no 
Inf.3: I think it would be nice if they get into schools, some of that, because kids, they only 
want hamburger and meet and they don't like vegetables and all that, and if its something for 
the future, like start showing to the 
 
 
83
 
 
84
Inf.2: but isn't it, I think its aimed at adults, for the one household, maybe they should tape it, 
I don;t think it will be that effective when you are 13 or..and living at home, and its a parents, 
who have to start their behaviour change, when they are living at home, its not the kids, 
because what can the kids do. 
Inf.1: I mean, if your parents were vegetarian, you probably would be a vegetarian as well, 
you wouldn't have like boil your own sausages, you didn't have any choice and of course if 
your parents would be, like the kids would be the same, would be more reflective on it, yeah. 
Inf.2: maybe both the parents and the kids, should be aware of it, at least, because I wasn't  
aware, and I am 25. 
 
